Generational Differences Among Community College Students in Their Evaluation of Academic Cheating by Wotring, Kathleen E.
Old Dominion University 
ODU Digital Commons 
Educational Foundations & Leadership Theses 
& Dissertations Educational Foundations & Leadership 
Winter 2007 
Generational Differences Among Community College Students in 
Their Evaluation of Academic Cheating 
Kathleen E. Wotring 
Old Dominion University 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/efl_etds 
 Part of the Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and Research Commons, Educational Sociology 
Commons, and the Higher Education Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Wotring, Kathleen E.. "Generational Differences Among Community College Students in Their Evaluation 
of Academic Cheating" (2007). Doctor of Philosophy (PhD), Dissertation, Educational Foundations & 
Leadership, Old Dominion University, DOI: 10.25777/rdax-r433 
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/efl_etds/195 
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Educational Foundations & Leadership at ODU 
Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Educational Foundations & Leadership Theses & 
Dissertations by an authorized administrator of ODU Digital Commons. For more information, please contact 
digitalcommons@odu.edu. 
GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES AMONG COMMUNITY COLLEGE
STUDENTS IN 
THEIR EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC CHEATING
by
Kathleen E. Wotring 
B.S.N. May 1976, University of Florida 
M.S.N. August 1978, University of Alabama in Birmingham
A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of 
Old Dominion University in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
COMMUNITY COLLEGE LEADERSHIP
OLD DOMINION UNIVERSITY 
December 2007
Linda Bol (Chair)
Dana D. Burnett (Member)
ohn J.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ABSTRACT
GENERATIONAL DIFFERENCES AMONG COMMUNITY COLLEGE
STUDENTS IN 
THEIR EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC CHEATING
Kathleen E. Wotring 
Old Dominion University, 2007 
Chair: Dr. Linda Bol
Values development is an important part o f the mission o f community 
colleges, and upholding academic integrity is one way in which colleges advance this 
mission. Community colleges serve a multigenerational student body, more diverse 
than most four-year institutions o f higher education, and different generational cohort 
groups hold different values and attitudes. The purpose o f this study was to determine 
whether community college students varied by generation in their evaluation of 
academic activities as cheating, and to further determine whether such variation 
interacted with demographic variables and the extent to which personal morality is 
grounded in a religious belief system. Based on the literature, a Likert-type scale 
instrument was developed, the Definitions of Cheating Scale (DoCS). Following 
administration in a pilot study, the instrument was subjected to factor analysis and 
revised. The revised DoCS was completed by 650 students. Factor analysis was again 
conducted, resulting in four factors: exams/papers, fabrication, shortcuts, and excuses. 
The results supported the reliability and validity of the instrument. Results of 
MANOVA determined that students did not differ by generation in their evaluation of 
cheating related to exams and papers. However, significant differences did exist 
among generations in their evaluation o f activities of fabrication, taking shortcuts, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
making excuses, with Millennial students consistently rating activities less strongly as 
cheating than either Generation X or Baby Boomer students. None o f the student 
characteristics measured were significant as main effects or in interaction with 
generation. These results are consistent with previous literature regarding generational 
differences in values and attitudes such as team orientation and achievement-pressure 
(Howe & Strauss, 2000), and suggest that discussions with college students about 
academic honesty must be frank and deliberate. The DoCS also provides a potential 
measure for the effectiveness o f activities designed to improve the climate o f 
academic integrity on a college campus, such as implementation o f an honor code.
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“Seek first to understand...” (Covey, 1999, p. 235).
In order to serve effectively in higher education, leaders must understand the 
institution, its history and current place in society, its faculty and staff, its funding 
sources, its facilities and technologies. At the very core o f the institution, however, 
are its students. The more deeply and richly college leaders understand their students’ 
knowledge, skills, abilities, beliefs, and values, the better prepared they will be to 
promote and enhance their success. Understanding how students evaluate academic 
cheating is especially crucial, not only to the promotion of their success in their chosen 
disciplines o f study, but also to the promotion of values development as part of the 
broader mission o f higher education.
In this chapter, areas of the literature that shaped the origin o f the research 
questions will be described. The historical significance o f values development as part 
of higher education in the United States will be reviewed followed by a brief overview 
of assaults on academic integrity, both past and present. Then, the changes in age 
distribution among college students in the U.S. will be discussed. The generational 
perspective for the examination o f changes in prevailing societal attitudes and values 
as presented by Strauss and Howe (1991, 1997) will be introduced, followed by an 
overview o f variables which have been studied and correlated with student cheating. 
Finally, significant terms will be defined, research questions posed, and the study 
methodology introduced.
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Values Development in Higher Education
Values development has been part of the mission of higher education in the 
United States from its beginning. The first three colleges in the British colonies of 
America were founded as adjuncts to their respective churches: Harvard (Puritanism), 
William and Mary (Church of England) and Yale (Congregationalist); the founding 
documents o f all three address the goal of educating ministers (Geiger, 1999). The 
curricula o f these colleges closely followed that which had been established in Europe 
during the Middle Ages and traced back to Aristotle’s trivium of ethics, metaphysics, 
and natural philosophy or science (Geiger). The primary goal o f the curriculum (and 
in fact, o f the entire college experience) was the development o f a sense o f moral 
responsibility and sound character, with resultant ethical thoughts and actions 
(McNeel, 1994). In 1736, the William and Mary College Statutes specifically 
addressed the importance of holding scholars to high standards o f morals, truth and 
good manners (W&M Undergraduate Honor Council, 2005). Colleges founded in 
Maryland, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and New York in 
the years shortly after the Revolutionary War coupled the values o f a republican 
education, “instilling selflessness, patriotism, and virtues in the citizens o f the new 
republic,” with Enlightenment learning, where theology sought to accommodate the 
truths o f science and reason (Geiger, p. 43).
Higher education in the U.S. continues the mission o f values development 
today. Despite challenges during the rise of academic interdisciplinary specialization 
during the late 19th and early 20th centuries, a general or liberal education movement
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has persisted, and many professional schools have recently added specific courses of 
instruction in ethics to their programs o f study (McNeel, 1994). Nadelson (2006) 
recently advocated that higher education should re-focus on values development, 
contending that educational programs that are concentrated on the practical arts, which 
have been increasing in numbers, have been producing graduates with more cognitive 
training and less development o f character than in the past. According to Nadelson,
“ .. .fast track programs are not allowing time for reflection, the contemplation of ‘big 
questions’ about the meaning of life, and a mentoring environment to be fostered”
(p. 1). The Center for Academic Integrity, based at Duke University, is a consortium 
of some 200 colleges and universities which promotes communication and the sharing 
of strategies aimed at advancing the values of honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and 
responsibility in higher education (CAI, 1999); the scope of activity and participation 
in this group demonstrates the continued importance o f values development to 
educators in the United States.
Community colleges share in the values development mission o f higher 
education, and faculties at community colleges have reported sharing the belief that 
they have a primary role in values education (Burke, 1997). Beginning with the 
founding o f Joliet Junior College in 1901, public two-year colleges have contributed 
significantly to the responsiveness of higher education to community needs (AACC, 
n.d.). Defined by Cohen and Brawer (2003) as “any institution regionally accredited 
to award the associate in arts or the associate in science as its highest degree” (p. 5), 
community colleges now enroll 45% of U.S. undergraduate college students (AACC, 
2007), and are recognized as “a central element in the fabric o f American
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postsecondary education” (Cohen & Brawer, p. 31). Over ninety percent of U.S. 
community colleges were found, in 1992, to have academic integrity policies in place, 
and nearly ninety-eight percent had procedures for dealing with academic misconduct 
(Aaron, 1992).
Assaults on Academic Integrity
In an atmosphere o f scholarly pursuits and moral enlightenment, what 
motivation could exist for the violation of academic integrity? Citing the Chinese 
Imperial examination system for access to lucrative government service positions, 
Jordan (2003) attributed the growth of academic cheating to the development of a link 
between education and economic opportunity. Open to commoners, this process 
served as a gateway to social and financial rewards based on demonstrated intellectual 
talent. Regulated through education, but unrelated to any fundamental purposes of 
education such as the pursuit o f truth, this examination system became riddled with 
widespread cheating (Miyazaki, 1963). Although unable to locate supporting 
documentation from the time, Jordan argued that the honor code at the University of 
Virginia, requiring students to sign a statement with each examination certifying that 
they have not cheated, would not have been established in 1842 without proximate 
cause. Angell (2006) asserted that the escalation o f college cheating to what he 
termed “epidemic proportions” has been driven by the increasingly greater emphasis 
placed by society on success and achievement 2).
Formal research on academic cheating dates back to the early 20th century, 
with the first studies centered in the disciplines of education and educational 
psychology (Crown & Spiller, 1998). Writing on college cheating in 1941, Drake
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reported that there existed “already a rather large amount of literature on the subject” 
(p. 418). Major college cheating scandals have periodically gained national attention 
in the United States, such as that at the University o f Virginia in 2002 where 48 
students were dismissed from the school and the degrees of three graduates were 
revoked (“U.Va.,” 2002), and the more recent episodes at Duke’s business school 
(Young, 2007) and Ohio University’s engineering school (Wasley, 2006, 2007). The 
issue remains one o f current editorial interest (Malesic, 2006) and research, both 
among practicing educators (Hard, Conway, & Moran, 2006) and graduate students 
(Saddlemire, 2005). Although research in community college settings has been sparse 
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998), two-year college faculty have suspected (86%) and 
been certain o f (65%) academic dishonesty in their classrooms (Burke, 1997).
Research findings have been inconsistent on the question o f whether college 
cheating has actually increased in the U.S. over time, but some theories of sociology 
support the assertion o f such an increase. In attempting to understand student 
cheating, Hutton (2006) proposed an analysis derived from economic theories of 
benefit/cost analysis, unobservable behavior, and social network analysis. She 
concluded that students cheat because the cost/benefit tradeoff favors cheating, with a 
very low probability o f being caught and rare reporting by faculty, and that the same 
factors that have contributed to more and stronger relationships among college 
students have also contributed to increased cheating. These factors will be explored 
further in the review o f literature on the generational perspective.
Cheating has taken a variety of forms and has demonstrated students’ 
innovative use o f emerging opportunities and tools over time. Crib sheets, or
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unauthorized notes, have developed from miniature Chinese books dating from the Sui 
dynasty, circa 600 A.D. (Miyazaki, 1963) to answers imbedded in today’s graphing 
calculators (“Graphing calculator,” n.d.). Files o f past exams and term papers stored 
at the fraternity house have grown into websites for the trading or purchasing of 
papers (Anderson, 1999) and computer programs (Gomes, 2006). Even college 
transcripts have been electronically altered, enhancing the appearance o f academic 
performance and salvaging credit from a failed course attempt -  until, in at least one 
case, detection (La, 2005). Universities such as Kent State and Claremont have not 
only revoked degrees upon determination of student plagiarism, but have successfully 
defended these actions in court (Campbell, Swift & Denton, 2000).
Ages o f  Students in U.S. Higher Education
From colonial times through the first half o f the twentieth century, higher 
education in the United States was designed only for those destined to be leaders in the 
ministry, education, or government (Kuh, 2001). The vast majority o f U.S. students 
engaged in higher education ranged from 18 to 24 years o f age until the mid-1900s 
(Miller, 2001).
The Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (commonly known as the GI Bill) 
dramatically changed who could attend college and for what purposes, and in 1948, 
the Truman Commission promoted the establishment o f a network o f public 
community-based colleges to serve local needs (AACC, n.d.). Enrollments doubled 
during both the 1950s and 1960s, and during the last half century, higher education in 
the U.S. has evolved from an elitist system to one o f more nearly universal access 
(Kuh, 2001).
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While a great deal o f recent college enrollment growth has been attributable to 
a population spike in 18 to 22 year-olds, the impact of older students’ enrollments has 
not been insignificant. Analysis of information from the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) demonstrated that from 1990 to 1999, enrollments of 
students over age 25 grew seven percent, compared with growth o f eight percent for 
younger students; an increase o f nine percent has been projected in the number of 
students over age twenty-five between 1999 and 2010 (Miller, 2001). “Even after 
subtracting graduate students [approximately 14%] from the total college enrollment 
figures, there will still be a strong presence of older students in undergraduate 
classrooms over the next decade” (Miller, Projections, 2).
The American Association o f Community Colleges reported the average age of 
community college students at 29 years in 2007 (AACC, 2007). More specifically, the 
Virginia Community College System (VCCS) reported that in the fall semester of 
2005, o f students 18 years of age and older, 10.8% were ages 46 and older, 36.1% 
were ages 25 to 45, and 53.1% were ages 18 to 24 (VCCS, 2006a). Community 
colleges serve a greater diversity o f ages among their student populations than four- 
year institutions, and are therefore more likely to confront generational differences 
among students. Older students report positive experiences at community colleges, 
and encourage others to join them (Kelch, 2006).
The Generational Perspective
William Strauss and Neil Howe have written extensively on the subject of 
variations and cycles in attitudes and values among members o f different generations 
of people in the United States (Howe & Strauss, 2000, 2003; Strauss & Howe, 1991,
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1997). Defining a generation as “a cohort-group whose length approximates the span 
of a phase o f life and whose boundaries are fixed by peer personality” (p. 60), Strauss 
and Howe’s (1991) theory o f generations proposed an age-location perspective on 
history, noting that major events impact individuals differently depending on their age 
or phase o f life at the time, and that these effects persist through the remainder of their 
lives. As opposed to the notion of a universal life cycle, Strauss and Howe portrayed 
neighboring generations as living very different life cycles, based on their different 
age locations in history, or the phase of their lives during which social moments took 
place. Social moments were defined as periods lasting typically about ten years 
during which “people perceive that historic events are radically altering their social 
environment” (p. 71). These social moments occur on a regular cycle, about every 40 
to 45 years, representing about two phases o f the average human lifespan: youth, age 
0-21; rising, age 22-43; midlife, age 44-65, and elder, age 66-87. Social moments 
were further described in two distinct types: “secular crises, when society focuses on 
reordering the outer world o f institutions and public behavior; and spiritual 
awakenings, when society focuses on changing the inner world o f values and private 
behavior” (Strauss & Howe, 1991, p. 71). Secular crises have consistently alternated 
with spiritual awakenings in U.S. history.
Strauss and Howe (1991) went on to identify four generational types which 
have cycled in U.S. history with only one exception (a skipped generation at the time 
of the Civil War). These generations were defined based on their members’ phase of 
life at the time o f major social moments.
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Adaptive generations, over-protected children during secular crises such as the 
Great Depression, were noted for becoming risk-avoiding recessives in public life, 
ameliorators rather than pragmatists, and later influential but less respected, sensitive 
elders (Strauss & Howe, 1991). The current living Adaptives are the Silent 
generation (youngest members now 64 years of age); comprising college enrollments 
too few to be reported separately, Adaptives will not be included in this study.
Idealist generations were raised as indulged youths following a secular crisis, 
rising into adulthood at a time o f a spiritual awakening, becoming dominant in public 
life through redefining the inner world of values and culture, and later serving as 
visionary elders guiding the next secular crisis. O f the generations now populating 
U.S. community colleges, Boomers represent an Idealist generation, having 
experienced the spiritual awakening of the Consciousness Revolution (circa 1967- 
1980) as they rose to adulthood (Strauss & Howe, 1991).
Reactive generations were children during these same spiritual awakenings, 
growing up under-protected and criticized, becoming recessive pragmatists in public 
life during a secular crisis, and later respected, but less influential, reclusive elders. 
Generation Xers represent a Reactive generation, having experienced the 
Consciousness Revolution spiritual awakening during their youths (Strauss & Howe, 
1991).
Civic generations were rising into adulthood at the time o f a secular crisis, 
becoming dominant in public life through rebuilding the outer world o f technology 
and institutions, and later busy elders in the face o f the next spiritual awakening 
(Strauss & Howe, 1991). The Millennials now graduating from high schools and
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attending colleges represent a civic generation, with the secular crisis o f their rising 
adulthoods still uncertain. Some have argued that the events o f September 11, 2001, 
fulfilled this role, while others have reserved judgment (Burling, 2001), and still 
others propose that the larger War on Terror is the true crisis (M. Reges, personal 
communication, September 16, 2006).
Donald McCabe, one o f the leading researchers and writers on academic 
integrity issues in the United States today, has recognized the potential impact o f the 
Millennials on the climates o f colleges and universities. “This cohort o f students is 
generally disenchanted by the personal and corporate excesses o f the 1990s. Given 
proper support and leadership, the Millennials could play a significant role not only in 
transforming the ethical climate o f schools and colleges, but the larger society as well” 
(McCabe & Pavela, 2004, p. 12).
This study will use the definition of generation proposed by Strauss and Howe 
(1991): “a cohort-group whose length approximates the span o f a phase o f life and 
whose boundaries are fixed by peer personality” (p.60). This definition focuses on the 
experiences o f the generational members rather than changes in birth rates or other 
statistical parameters commonly used by demographers.
Additionally, this study will use the names and designations for U.S. 
generations as later revised by these authors, including Silent (birth years 1925-1942), 
Boom (birth years 1943-1960), Generation or Gen X (birth years 1961-1981), and 
Millennial (birth years 1982-2000) (Howe & Strauss, 2000). The generational 
perspective and characteristics of the generations comprising the current U.S. 
community college student body will be described further in Chapter II.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
11
Correlates to Cheating
Much o f the research on academic cheating among college students has sought 
to determine correlations between cheating (often self-reported) and various student 
characteristics. Some o f the characteristics that have been studied in relationship to 
academic cheating, such as membership in a Greek organization (Robinson, 
Amburgey, & Swank, 2004) and on-campus residence (Smyth & Davis, 2004), are 
generally not applicable to the community college setting. Among the most 
commonly studied, however, have been gender, college experience, and program of 
study, and some attention has also been given to religious involvement -  all of which 
are clearly relevant to the community college setting.
College experience. Given that the focus of this study is not to describe 
students who are more likely than others to cheat in college, but to understand how 
today’s students operationally define cheating, the literature on moral development 
and moral reasoning is also important to consider. In this body o f research, studies 
have shown that among adult college students, levels o f moral reasoning as measured 
by one o f the most commonly accepted instruments, the Defining Issues Test (DIT), 
correlate strongly with college experience, or the number of college courses completed 
(Rest, 1994).
Used as part o f a design to relate overall moral development with specific 
attitudes towards academic dishonesty, the DIT showed that attitudes towards cheating 
were more powerful in predicting cheating behaviors than were demographic variables 
such as gender or major course o f study (Bernardi et al., 2004). Obviously, for some 
students, a significant positive correlation exists between the extent o f their college
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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experience and their generational cohort membership. Therefore, college experience 
has been identified as an important factor to include in this study attempting to 
understand the influence o f generational membership on students’ perceptions of 
cheating.
Gender. Gender has been the student characteristic most commonly studied in 
correlation with college student cheating. Men have historically been shown to cheat 
more often than women (Roberts, Anderson & Yanish, 1997), and in some recent 
studies, this finding persists (Dawkins, 2004; Rettinger, Jordan & Peschiera, 2004; 
Vowell & Chen, 2004). In a 1998 meta-analysis, Whitley found that males, by self- 
reports, cheated more often than females, but that the effect size was small (d  = .22), 
and that the gender differences in actual observed cheating were not significant. 
Whitely suggested that men may have been more willing than women to admit to 
cheating, perhaps feeling less guilt.
While some recent studies have continued to find men cheating more than 
women (Dawkins, 2004; Rettinger et al., 2004; Vowell & Chen, 2004), the 
relationship o f gender to cheating has changed over time. Crown and Spiller’s (1998) 
meta-analysis found that studies conducted prior to 1972 reported males cheating more 
than females, but that this relationship changed over the subsequent 20 years, with a 
prevalence o f non-significant relationships in the last 10 years. Gender has either not 
been significant, or had a correlation with cheating deemed by the researcher too weak 
to report, in a number o f recent studies (Carpenter, Harding, Montgomery, & Steneck, 
2002; Jordan, 2001; Kerkvliet & Sigmund, 1999).
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Program o f  study. Various studies have examined academic cheating among 
students within a particular discipline or program of study, such as business and 
economics (Nowell & Laufer, 1997), marketing and management (Smith, Davy, & 
Easterling, 2004), and nursing (Brown, 2002; Gaberson, 1997). The potential 
relationship between academic disciplines and certain behavior patterns has been 
recognized as high-profile cheating incidents have been analyzed in the context of the 
program of study involved; The Chronicle o f  Higher Education report on Duke 
University’s business school incident noted that . .it is possible that business 
schools, by the very nature of the material they teach, breed a certain amount of 
academic dishonesty.” (Young, 2007, H 11).
A few studies have compared cheating, or attitudes about cheating, among 
students in different programs of study, and in some, such differences have been 
found. For example, business majors’ were more likely to consider cheating to be 
socially acceptable than non-business majors (Smyth & Davis, 2004). Cheating 
among criminal justice majors, compared with non-criminal justice majors, was more 
strongly influenced by the cheating behaviors of their friends, while non-criminal 
justice majors were more strongly influenced by their moral beliefs (Tibbits, 1998). 
Others, however, have not found differences in cheating (Jordan, 2001) or in moral 
judgment (Derryberry, Snyder, Wilson, & Barger, 2006) based on academic major 
groups.
Personal morality and religious involvement. Fewer studies have examined 
aspects o f students’ relationships with religious belief systems as related to their 
attitudes or behaviors in academic cheating. As described above, Tibbits (1998) found
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non-criminal justice majors more strongly influenced about cheating by their moral 
beliefs than criminal justice majors, but the connection, if any, to a religious belief 
system was not explored.
Sutton and Hubs (1995) included level of religious involvement among the 
student characteristics they correlated with perceptions of academic dishonesty, and 
found that students with the highest levels of religious involvement were more likely 
than those in the lowest group to agree that “cheating is never justified under any 
circumstances.” However, Vowell and Chen (2004), in comparing the predictive 
value for academic cheating o f four alternate theoretical models, found that the model 
including religious activities did not prove the most powerful.
Definition o f  Cheating
Because it is central to this study, the term cheating requires specific 
definition. Variations in definitions of cheating were cited in a U.S. Department of 
Education report on academic dishonesty in 1993 (Maramack & Maline), and lack of 
precision in terminology will be shown in the review o f the literature to be a 
significant limitation in understanding both changes in attitudes over time and the 
current status o f students’ academic behaviors.
Among some writers, the term cheating is specifically used to refer to a 
relatively narrow set o f behaviors focused on the enhancement o f performance on an 
examination, test, or quiz. In this way, cheating is differentiated from other forms of 
academic dishonesty such as plagiarism, fabrication, and facilitating academic 
dishonesty (Gehring & Pavela, 1994; Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 1996).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
15
Others, however, have recognized the more global connotation of cheating, as 
expressed by Dalton (1998): “cheating is a term that refers to a wide variety of 
behaviors that are regarded as unethical” (p. 5). One o f the several definitions o f cheat 
given by Merriam-Webster Online (n.d.) succinctly captures the full range of 
behaviors that are commonly classified as academic cheating: “to practice fraud or 
trickery.” Many writers who have begun their research reports or editorial pieces 
using the term academic dishonesty have quickly shifted to the term cheating, or 
proceeded throughout their works to use the terms interchangeably (Petress, 2003; 
Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999; Roth & McCabe, 1995). In discussing cheating among 
community college students, Moeck (2002) cast cheating broadly, to include 
plagiarism, other forms o f taking credit for less-than-original work, and helping others 
to cheat. Smyth and Davis (2003) credited their definition of cheating as having been 
originated by Prescot (1989): “fraudulent behavior involving some form of deception 
in which ones’ own efforts or the efforts of others are misrepresented,” although 
Prescot actually used this definition to apply to the term academic misconduct 
(Prescot, 1989, p. 284). Nonetheless, this definition captures the wide range of 
behaviors with which faculty and educational administrators have been confronted, in 
language with which students can relate. In order to clarify the academic context 
associated with cheating, this definition will be modified slightly for use in this study; 
cheating will be defined as fraudulent behavior involving some form  o f  deception in 
which one’s own academic efforts or the academic efforts o f  others are 
misrepresented.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
16
Research Questions
Community colleges now more than ever serve a multigenerational student 
body. In fact, because their student body is so much more diverse than most four-year 
institutions, community colleges are the ideal setting in which to examine generational 
differences among students.
Because of their phases of life during significant social moments in our 
society, the personalities, values, and attitudes o f Boomers, Generation Xers, and 
Millennials are cast quite differently, and community college leaders must understand 
these differences in order to best promote success for all students. As community 
college leaders seek to continue the tradition o f academic integrity among this diverse 
student body, it is imperative that they understand how different attitudes and values 
may have created different operational definitions of what is considered cheating in 
the completion o f instructional assignments and assessments. To this end, the 
following research questions were proposed:
1. Do community college students differ by generation (Boomer, Generation X, 
and Millennial) in their evaluation o f academic activities as cheating?
2. Does the generational difference among community college students in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating vary with college experience?
3. Does the gender difference among community college students in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating vary with generation?
4. Do community college students differ by program of study in their evaluation 
o f academic activities as cheating?
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5. Does the generational difference among community college students in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating vary with the extent to which 
their personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system?
Methodology
This study utilized a non-experimental comparative design. A questionnaire 
was developed by the researcher based upon the literature to measure students’ 
evaluations o f selected activities as cheating. This instrument provided scale scores 
for several types o f cheating activities. Pilot testing was conducted in order to 
estimate reliability and validity o f the instrument.
Purposeful cluster sampling was used to gather responses from a sample that 
included a diversity o f students in terms o f generations, gender, and college 
experience. Students’ responses on each type o f cheating scale were analyzed in a 
factorial design with three levels o f generation, three levels o f college experience, two 
levels o f gender, four levels o f program of study, and four levels of the extent to which 
personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system. This analysis investigated 
differences among scale scores by generation, and any interactions with student 
characteristic variables.
Problem Statement
Cheating among college students has been studied extensively in the United 
States, although little o f this research has focused on the community college student 
body, which now represents 45% of undergraduate college enrollment (AACC, 2007). 
This study examined how cheating is defined among today’s community college 
students. While previous studies have demonstrated that college faculty and students
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disagree about which behaviors constitute cheating (Higbee & Thomas, 2002), authors 
have argued that such differences may be largely rooted in the differences in their 
roles. However, other forces may also be involved. Based on descriptions of 
significant differences among generations in values, attitudes, and patterns of behavior 
(Howe & Strauss, 2000, 2003; Strauss & Howe, 1991,1997), this study examined 
differences among the generations o f students currently enrolled at U.S. community 
colleges in the activities that they evaluate as cheating.
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CHAPTER II 
Review of the Literature
This literature review will begin with the various ways in which cheating has 
been defined, followed by a description of various types o f cheating and 
organizational frameworks used to discuss cheating. Next, a range o f definitions of 
cheaters will be described. Then, reports of the prevalence o f cheating, characteristics 
of students who cheat and other variables that have been correlated with cheating will 
be summarized, followed by the methodologies that have been used in the study of 
cheating. Finally, the framework o f generational analysis will be described.
The literature reviewed for this study was limited to studies examining students 
at the undergraduate college level, excluding studies o f graduate, secondary and 
primary school students. Although the problem o f cheating has been reported 
internationally, the confounding issues o f differences in structures and systems of 
higher education, as well as differences in culture and historical influences around the 
world are beyond the scope of this study. Therefore, the literature reviewed was 
further limited to studies conducted in the United States.
Definitions o f  Cheating
Writers and researchers have used the terms academic integrity, academic 
dishonesty, and cheating inconsistently and often imprecisely. “One o f the main 
issues that emerges from the literature relates to inconsistencies in the definition of 
academically dishonest behaviors and the lack of consensus and general understanding 
of academic dishonesty among all members of the campus community” (Pincus &
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Schmelkin, 2003, f  2). Clarity of definition is especially crucial in this study which 
seeks to understand how students evaluate behaviors as cheating.
Academic integrity has been defined by the Center for Academic Integrity 
based at Duke University as “a commitment, even in the face o f adversity, to five 
fundamental values: honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and responsibility. From these 
values flow principles o f behavior that enable academic communities to translate 
ideals into actions” (1999, p. 4). Thus, academic integrity is the larger, umbrella 
concept under which a variety o f behaviors can be categorized.
Similarly, academic dishonesty has been defined as “an intentional act of 
fraud, in which a student seeks to claim credit for the work or efforts o f another 
without authorization, or uses unauthorized materials or fabricated information in any 
academic exercise (Gehring & Pavela, 1994, pp. 5-6). Academic dishonesty, defined 
in this way, includes the forgery of academic documents, intentional obstruction or 
damage to the academic work of others, and assisting other students in committing 
acts of academic dishonesty.
The University o f California at Irvine (1992) academic dishonesty policy 
distinguished among cheating (defined as copying from others during an examination 
or using notes during an exam) from dishonest conduct (defined as stealing an exam or 
answer key from an instructor, or changing academic records without sanction), 
plagiarism  (defined as passing off another’s work as one’s own, or failure to credit 
creative productions), and collusion (defined as knowingly or intentionally helping 
another to cheat or plagiarize). This organizational framework is similar to that posed 
by Gehring and Pavela (1994) which distinguished among cheating (using
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unauthorized aids), fabrication (invention of information or citations), facilitating 
academic dishonesty (intentionally helping another to commit academic dishonesty), 
and plagiarism  (representing the words o f another as one’s own). While this 
organizational framework is helpful in understanding specific activities, the limitation 
of cheating to the narrow behavioral range o f exam misconduct does not reflect the 
common usage o f the term.
Far more common both in the research literature and in nonscientific news 
reports is the broader use o f the term cheating to encompass all acts o f academic 
dishonesty, both in the research literature (Angell, 2006; Bernardi et al., 2004; Brown, 
2002; Bunn, Caudill & Gropper, 1992; Carpenter et al., 2002; Crown & Spiller, 1998; 
Dawkins, 2004; DePalma, Madey & Bornschein, 1995; Diekhoff et al., 1996; Drake, 
1941; Graham, Monday, O’Brien & Steffen, 1994; Higbee & Thomas, 2002; Kerkvliet 
& Sigmund, 1999; Whitley, 1998), and in nonscientific news reports (Clough, 2002; 
Kleiner & Lord, 1999; Paul, 2004). This broader concept of cheating, encompassing 
all acts o f academic dishonesty, will be used in this study.
Embracing this broader concept o f the term, Smyth and Davis (2003) used the 
definition o f cheating they attributed to Prescot (1989): “fraudulent behavior involving 
some form o f deception in which ones’ own efforts or the efforts o f others are 
misrepresented” (Prescot, 1989, p. 284), although Prescot actually used this definition 
to apply to the term academic misconduct. In order to maintain focus on the academic 
setting and nature o f behaviors under consideration, Prescot’s definition will be 
adapted to define cheating in this study as fraudulent behavior involving some form o f
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deception in which one’s own academic efforts or the academic efforts o f  others are 
misrepresented.
Types o f  Cheating
Wide variation has existed in the literature in the activities specified when 
discussing or researching cheating. In some cases, authors have clearly focused on 
certain specific behaviors, such as theft of a copy of an exam (Bemardi et al., 2004) or 
changing answers during self-grading o f an exam (Ward, 1987), while others have 
been interested in a wide variety of behaviors (Carpenter et al., 2002; McCabe & 
Bowers, 1994; Sutton & Hubs, 1995). Although the focus of this study will be to 
examine how current students evaluate specific activities in regard to cheating, the 
development o f the instrument will be grounded in the types of cheating that have 
been reported both in the research literature and in news or anecdotal accounts.
Some activities, such as copying from another student during an exam, have 
been included in numerous studies on cheating. Others, such as falsely claiming to 
have handed in an assignment, have been noted in a single report. An example of the 
frequency with which certain activities have been included in reports on cheating is 
shown in Appendix A. In most studies asking students to report about their own 
behaviors or their observations of peers, the inclusion o f an activity in the list has 
implied the author’s categorization of the activity as cheating.
A few studies, however, have provided the opportunity to clarify respondents’ 
determinations o f whether a specific activity constituted cheating. In 1984, Nuss 
compared student and faculty ratings of the severity o f specific cheating activities.
She found general agreement on which activities were considered most serious and
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least serious, but also received comments from some faculty members who disagreed 
with the categorization o f working together on homework as cheating, reporting they 
encouraged such group work (Nuss). Higbee and Thomas (2002) listed 25 activities 
less commonly studied as cheating, such as including an article in a reference list 
having only read the abstract, and watching videotaped films o f famous works of 
fiction rather than reading an assigned book. Faculty and students were asked to rate 
each activity as it represented cheating: yes, no, or it depends. Significant 
disagreements were found in ratings not only between faculty and students on many 
items, but also among faculty and among students (Higbee & Thomas). Several other 
surveys have assessed both students’ reports o f cheating behaviors and their 
classifications o f those behaviors as cheating (Angell, 2006; Carpenter et al., 2002; 
Harding, 2001).
Cheating on exams, test, or quizzes. The common element in this category of 
cheating activities is the academic assessment exercise o f a student responding, 
usually in writing, to questions from the instructor, also usually in writing, about 
course material that is expected to have been learned. These academic assessment 
exercises often contribute the greatest percentage (compared to other graded course 
activities) to a student’s course grade, and cheating on them has been rated by faculty 
as the most severe form of cheating (Graham, 1994).
One distinct advantage in preparing for many exams is to know exactly what 
questions will be asked, so to access a copy of a test prior to the exam session is one 
strategy for cheating. Copies o f tests have been stolen from faculty offices, obtained 
from students working in the college copying center, or from students or accomplices
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carrying a copy o f the exam out of an earlier testing session (Cizek, 1999); faculty at 
the University o f Florida reported a student who crawled through the air conditioning 
ducts to steal an exam from an instructor’s office (Pactor, McKeen & Morris, 1990).
In the days prior to photocopy technology for the duplication o f exam materials, one 
student acknowledged rummaging through college trash dumpsters after dark in search 
of the ditto masters for final exams, and reported finding at least one (LaBeff, Clark, 
Haines & Diekhoff, 1990).
Another approach to exam cheating is to simply copy another’s answers during 
the test. Strategically sitting near another student (Brown, 2002), making use of what 
one student described as his “incredibly gifted eyes” which allowed him to see test 
papers o f students four rows in front o f him (LaBeff et al., 1990, p. 190), sitting near 
an experienced student not enrolled in the current class (Cizek, 1999), and trading 
papers during the test (Davis, Grover, Becker & McGregor, 1992) have all been 
reported as variations in copying answers during exams.
Where multiple sections o f a class meet at different times to take the same test, 
advantage can be gained by asking a fellow student about questions on the exam s/he 
has taken earlier (Cizek, 1999). Among engineering students, 31.7% reported asking 
fellow students about test questions once or twice while in college, and another 38.1% 
reported asking three or more times (Carpenter et al., 2002). This strategy can be 
enhanced by creating extra time to talk with fellow students, such as by delaying 
taking an exam.
Delayed taking o f an exam with a falsified excuse (e.g., the death o f a 
grandparent, personal illness, etc.) may provide additional opportunity for the
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questioning o f fellow students about the content of the exam, as well as additional 
time for study. Combining delayed taking o f tests and submission of papers, 22.3% of 
engineering students acknowledged such activities once or twice, and 6.5% more 
acknowledged such delay tactics three or more times while in college (Carpenter et al.,
2002). Using a similar combination of delayed tests with delayed papers, performing 
and visual arts students reported the greatest use o f these strategies (52.9%), followed 
by arts and sciences students (35.3%), business students (28.1%), and health and 
human services students (23.9%) (Roberts, Anderson & Yanish, 1997).
One study reported a student secretly tape-recording the class test review, and 
then passing the tape to the student preparing for a make-up test (Brown, 2002). In 
some cases, the circumstances under which make-up exams are given may also allow 
for other forms o f cheating with less risk of detection, such as the use o f unapproved 
notes (Cizek, 1999).
Such notes, sometimes known as crib sheets, take many forms. Notes have 
been found on the undersides of ball-cap brims, on shoes, on the back o f calculators, 
on tiny rolled-up papers hidden in the cap o f a pen (LaBeff et al., 1990), on body parts 
(Brown, 2002), and on paper flowers made for exam day and worn as jewelry on 
students’ clothing (Davis et al., 1992). Others, as reported by faculty during a recent 
conference, have found crib sheets on the inside o f water bottle labels, fast-food 
restaurant sandwich wrappers, and on various body parts of students for use by self 
and others, such as the back of the neck of the student seated to the front of another 
(Unidentified personal communications, April 7, 2006). A variation in the written crib 
sheet was reported by a student who tape recorded the answers before the test
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(undisclosed how the answers were obtained), and “just took [the] Walkman to class 
and listened to the answers during the test” (Davis et. al., 1992, p. 18). Among 
engineering students, 21.6% reported using unapproved notes during one or two 
exams while in college; 6% reported such activity three or more times (Carpenter et 
al., 2002).
When tests or quizzes are returned for review, students may alter their 
responses and then claim that an error has been made in grading the exam (Cizek, 
1999). A variation o f this technique, alteration of answers on a quiz returned to 
students for self-grading, was used in an early study for direct observation of cheating, 
and 24% of students took advantage of at least one out o f six such opportunities to 
alter their grades (Drake, 1941). Among business and accounting students, 23% were 
found to cheat in a similar manner 
(Nowell & Laufer, 1997).
Cheating on homework, lab reports, and assignments. Submitting an 
assignment originally completed for a previous class, or recycling, has been reported 
by science lab students (DelCarlo & Bodner, 2004). Given that assignments are 
generally more class-specific than term papers, most students probably encounter 
fewer opportunities for this type of cheating than other types. A major group who can, 
and do, use this strategy, however, are nursing and other health professions students, 
who may submit the same, or only slightly altered, assignment regarding a patient with 
a medical condition one semester that was originally written about a different patient 
with a similar condition in a prior semester (Bailey, 2001).
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Falsely claiming to have handed in an assignment is a delay strategy that is 
particularly effective in large classes conducted by instructors who have demonstrated 
unorganized or hurried management o f paperwork. The cleverest students take care, 
upon discovery o f the missing status of the work, to submit a photocopy of the original 
which they report routinely maintaining in case o f just such mishaps. Among 
engineering students, 5.4% reported employing such false claims once or twice in their 
college careers, while another 0.9% reported using this strategy three or more times 
(Carpenter et al., 2002).
Working in groups on homework, lab reports, or other assignments is one of 
the activities more commonly debated as to whether it represents cheating. As 
reported by one student, “You’re working on it and they’re working on it and I mean, 
it’s kind o f like their work is your work, more like a team environment” (DelCarlo & 
Bodner, 2004, p. 57). Engineering students reported that, when no class policy existed 
about working in groups, 18.6% did so once or twice, and another 63.4% did so three 
or more times (Carpenter et al., 2002). Business students reported the highest 
prevalence o f working on homework with others when the instructor expected 
independent work (71.9%), followed by students in arts and sciences (53.5%), health 
and human services (46.7%), and performing and visual arts (41.2%) (Roberts et al.,
1997). Some o f the discordance over group work may be exacerbated by the cultural 
expectations o f some international students in U.S. colleges regarding the liberal 
giving and taking of significant help from family members or friends o f the family on 
homework and assignments (Cole & McCabe, 1996).
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Actually copying homework, lab reports, or other assignments from other 
students, however, was readily distinguished by science students from group work, 
and more often classified as cheating (DelCarlo & Bodner, 2004). This is one type of 
cheating which has been reported more often by students who belong to fraternities or 
sororities than by those who do not (Whitley, 1998). Among engineering students, 
33.7% reported copying assignments once or twice while in college, and another 
23.5% copied assignments three or more times (Carpenter et al., 2002). Copying 
another’s homework with the knowledge o f the author was reported most often by 
business students (55.1%), followed by students in arts and sciences (51.2%), 
performing and visual arts (41.2%), and health and human services (37%) (Roberts et 
al, 1997).
Changing or creating data for homework, lab reports, or assignments has also 
been reported by science lab students (DelCarlo & Bodner, 2004) and by nursing 
students (Brown, 2002). Such activities in the science laboratory, not limited to 
students, were documented in 1830 by Charles Babbage in his Reflections on the 
Decline o f  Science in England. Babbage differentiated between a hoax and a 
forgery—a hoax being intended to be discovered, usually played “on scientific 
academies which had reached the period o f dotage” (p. 176), whereas the deception of 
a forgery was intended to last forever; he also described two methods o f presenting 
more convincing data, trimming (the selective averaging o f observations which vary 
most and least from the mean) and cooking (the selective inclusion for analysis only 
those observations supportive of a hypothesis) (Babbage).
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Just as some delay taking a test with a false excuse, students may delay turning 
in homework, lab reports, or other assignments with falsified tales o f tragedy. From 
the website MyExcusedAbsence.com (n.d.), templates for various physician’s notes, 
funeral service programs, and jury service documents can be purchased for $24.95.
Cheating on papers. Submitting a paper originally written for a previous class 
is another form o f academic recycling, one that generated substantial disparity of 
responses among both students and faculty as to whether or not it constituted cheating. 
Some faculty maintained that this practice was no less ethical than the generation of 
several publications from one piece o f research, while others considered it blatantly 
fraudulent (Higbee & Thomas, 2002). Combining lab reports with term papers, 27.7% 
of engineering students reported recycling once or twice while in college, and another 
14.6% reported doing so three or more times (Carpenter et al., 2002).
Copying from a book or website without proper citation is one o f the longest- 
standing approaches to cheating on papers. One professor noted on a student’s paper: 
“This is superior work... It was superior when Saint Thomas Aquinas wrote it, just as 
it is today. Saint Thomas gets an A. You get an F” (Alschuler & Blimling, 1995). 
Reflecting on the message to faculty in students’ plagiarism, Kraus (2002) argued that 
“a rapidly growing number [of students] simply do not see plagiarism as wrong in the 
ways that my colleagues and I assume they do. They recognize that they should not 
do it, but they understand our concern over it as an almost quaint prohibition” (Section 
1 ,1 9). Further complicating the understanding o f proper or improper use o f another’s 
work can be the culturally-instilled value o f some international students in U.S. 
colleges that one gives honor to another’s work by incorporating it into one’s own, not
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necessarily including what would be considered proper citation according to U.S. 
academic standards (Cole & McCabe, 1996).
Submitting a paper that has been purchased from another student or from a 
commercial firm has received considerable public attention as a form o f cheating.
One graduating international student in Washington, D.C., reportedly introduced a 
new student from his homeland to the ways o f the university with the advice that he 
had purchased all o f his papers for college, including his honors thesis (Alschuler & 
Blimling, 1995). Popular magazines, such as Rolling Stone, have carried advertising 
from businesses such as Research Assistance, offering a 306-page catalog of 15,778 
pre-written term papers and a toll-free phone number to call for a quote on a custom- 
written paper, and more than 100 web-sites have been cataloged posting at least 25 
term papers and promoting the downloading of them (Anderson, 1999). Combining 
paying for papers with paying someone to take an exam, 21.7% of engineering 
students reported purchased-cheating once or twice during their college careers, and 
another 0.9% reported it three or more times (Carpenter et al., 2002).
Delaying turning in a paper with a falsified excuse can be used not only to gain 
an extra week or two to complete the work, but also extended to secure a grade of 
Incomplete in a course. The grade o f Incomplete in effect provides the extension of 
the deadline for submission of work, depending on college policies, often by an entire 
semester. As described earlier, nearly 30% of engineering students reported using a 
false excuse to delay either an exam or a paper at least once since starting college 
(Carpenter et al., 2002).
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Adding fictitious references, or references not actually used for the paper, to 
the bibliography or reference list is particularly important in term paper assignments 
where the quality and quantity o f references may be a significant component of the 
grading rubric. Again, nearly 30% of engineering students reported such activity at 
least once at college (Carpenter et al., 2002). Higbee and Thomas (2002), examining 
more subtle variations in behaviors which might have been classified as cheating, 
included the related activity of citing references in a paper when only the abstract had 
actually been read by the student.
Copying a paper written by another student is subtly different than submitting 
one that has been purchased. One sorority member acknowledged receiving two term 
papers from a sister sorority chapter at another college, retyping them, and submitting 
them as her own (LaBeff et al., 1990), and one o f the scenarios in Bemardi et al.’s 
(2004) examination o f ethical reasoning applied to cheating portrayed a student using 
the term paper written three years earlier by her sister when she took the same course.
Cheating in assisting others. Permitting another student to look at one’s 
answers during a test is another activity that, with some frequency, has been deemed 
not to be cheating, or to be readily excused due a friend’s need such as an illness 
(LaBeff et al., 1990). This activity was reportedly allowed once or twice by 27.1% of 
engineering students, and three or more times by 13.7% (Carpenter et al., 2002).
Faculty at the University o f Florida College o f Journalism detected a student 
who had taken the course during a previous semester accompanying a student to an 
exam session, and allowing him to copy from her paper; however, the distribution of
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different versions o f the exam on different colors of paper contributed to their 
discovery (Pactor, McNeen & Morris, 1990).
Taking an exam for another student was acknowledged by a total of 1.8% of 
engineering students surveyed (Carpenter et al., 2002). Interestingly, twice as many 
students reported taking a test for another student three or more times (1.2%) as 
reported doing so only once (.6%) (Carpenter et al.).
Studies have included several variations on the notion o f doing work fo r  others 
in their organization frameworks of cheating (Angell, 2002; Carpenter et al., 2002; 
Graham et al., 1994; Rettinger et al., 2004; Vowell & Chen, 2004). Providing 
competed homework, lab reports, or assignments for use by other students by 
contributing to the fraternity or sorority file o f prior works have been widely 
recognized (Moeck, 2002; Storch & Storch, 2002).
Little note has been given in the literature to those who provide the products 
for purchase when students pay for the completion o f homework, lab reports, or 
assignments. The practice has, however, been recognized in the news media. Writing 
in The Wall Street Journal, Lee Gomes (2006) described Internet sites designed for the 
legitimate outsourcing o f computer programming being used by students to get their 
college course assignments completed; posted comments exchanged among staff at the 
site complemented one student who was a repeat customer as being very good to work 
with.
Similarly, writing papers for pay has not been examined significantly from the 
supply side. The American Broadcasting Company’s Primetime Live episode,
“Caught Cheating,” which aired April 29, 2004, included an interview o f with one
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young man who described without apparent shame or remorse his lucrative endeavors 
writing various kinds o f papers for his fellow students, including medical school 
application essays. When asked about his own educational and career aspirations, he 
replied that he planned to attend medical school (Paul, 2004). No research has been 
found, however, documenting the prevalence o f student engagement in writing-for- 
pay, nor the characteristics of students so engaged.
Cheating using the Internet or other technology. The technological equivalent 
of passing notes during a test, text-messaging during an exam to get answers allows 
for communication not only among students in the exam room, but also with 
accomplices outside the room with access to whatever references have been prepared 
(Cell phones, n.d.; Paul, 2004). Studies including text-messaging as a form of 
cheating activity have not yet been found in the literature.
Storing answers to a test in a calculator or a personal digital assistant (PDA) is 
the technological equivalent o f the crib sheet. Information about how to download 
information from a personal computer into a graphing calculator, including the use of 
the “Notes” feature o f the Texas Instruments TI-83, is readily available online 
(Graphing calculator, n.d.) Among engineering students, 20.4% reported engaging in 
such activities once or twice since starting college, while 21.9% reported doing so 
three or more times (Carpenter et al., 2002).
Sending or storing cell phone photos of exam pages is the technological 
equivalent o f removing the exam paper from the test room. This activity has also yet 
to be found as a cheating strategy in studies reported in the literature, but has been
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described both in the news media (Paul, 2004) and by students in online postings (Cell 
phones, n.d.).
Creating Internet disruptions to gain another attempt at an online exam, test or 
quiz is the technological equivalent of yelling “fire” to empty the room during a test so 
that another attempt can be had at the test, with the benefit of advance review of at 
least a version o f the test. In the commonly-used Blackboard® online course 
management system, a special code appears instead o f a score when a test has been 
attempted but not submitted as complete. The course instructor can view the attempt, 
including responses made to each item, items where no response was made, the date 
and time o f the attempt, and the total amount of time the student spent on the attempt. 
During a time-limited test, a student who is reaching the end o f the allotted time with 
too many items remaining may simply unplug the computer, then report to the 
instructor that a computer or power failure interrupted the test session and request to 
be granted another attempt to complete the test (E. Marshall, personal communication, 
October 14, 2004). Again, this activity has yet to be examined expressly in the 
research literature on cheating.
Accessing the instructor’s or college computer system to alter grades is 
perhaps the ultimate example of cheating. In March 2005, a 21 year-old student at the 
University of California at Santa Barbara was arrested on two felony counts o f illegal 
access into a computer system (La, 2005). She allegedly obtained faculty members’ 
social security numbers and birthdates through her job at a local insurance company 
office, used that information to reset their passwords into the college record system, 
and then altered course grades for herself and her roommate. The fraud was detected
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when an automated notification of grade change was received by the instructors (La, 
2005). While such reports have been rare, only those episodes uncovered are available 
for reporting.
Organizational Frameworks fo r  the Description o f  Cheating
In many studies, specific activities commonly recognized or accepted as 
cheating have simply been listed, without attempt to create any organizational 
framework or develop themes o f related activities (Brown, 2002; Carpenter et al.,
2002; Harding, 2001; Jordan, 2001; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Pulvers & Diekhoff, 
1999; Roberts, Anderson & Yanish, 1997; Robinson et al., 2004; Storch & Storch, 
2002; Sutton & Huba, 1995; Thorpe, Pittenger & Reed, 1997; Vowell & Chen, 2004). 
While providing important information about the specific activities under study, such 
approaches have not placed cheating behaviors into categories that might prove useful 
in theory-building or the design o f interventions.
The terms test and exam are generally used interchangeably or linked together; 
some authors specifically include or exclude quizzes in such a category, but without 
clarifying the distinction between a quiz and a test. The organizational framework 
used by McCabe and Bowers (1994) in their major 30-year comparison study focused 
on two categories o f cheating behaviors: cheating on tests versus cheating on papers. 
Cheating on tests/exams included activities such as copying from another on a test or 
exam, helping another to cheat on a test, using crib notes to cheat on a test or exam, 
and copying on a test without the other student knowing. Cheating on papers or 
written work included activities such as copying a few sentences without footnoting, 
fabricating or falsifying a bibliography, turning in copied material as one’s original
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work, and collaborating when individual work was required (McCabe & Bowers). 
McCabe continued to use this organizational framework for cheating in his later study 
of business students’ cheating (McCabe & Trevino, 1995). Pincus and Schmeilkin 
(2003) used essentially the same organizational framework in their study of faculty 
perceptions o f cheating: papers (copying information without using quotation marks; 
copying material without proper footnotes; falsifying or fabricating a bibliography) 
versus exams (failing to report a grading error; delaying to take an exam due to false 
excuse; giving exam questions to students in a later section).
Several other works have used variations on the exam versus paper framework 
in the study o f cheating behaviors. Gaberson (1997) distinguished between cheating 
and plagiarism, where cheating encompassed activities related to both exams and 
assignments, including theft o f an exam from faculty. Dickhoff and associates (1996), 
in their 10-year longitudinal study, differentiated quizzes from exams, and broadened 
the category o f papers to assignments.
In his meta-analysis of 107 studies on cheating spanning from 1970 to 1996, 
Whitley (1998) organized cheating into four types: cheating on examinations, 
cheating on homework and other assignments, plagiarism, and total cheating. Pino 
and Smith (2003) also used the categories of cheating on tests, cheating on 
assignments, and plagiarizing papers; interestingly, the activity o f buying papers was 
included in the category of cheating on assignments, while plagiarizing papers 
included making up sources for bibliographic citations and copying directly or 
paraphrasing without citation. This study also asked students to include “other actions 
that would be considered academic dishonesty” in their responses (Pino & Smith,
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Appendix, f  1). Similar organizational frameworks were used in other studies 
(Rettinger et al., 2004; Thorpe et al., 1999).
Ercegovac and Richardson (2004) expanded their organizational framework to 
four categories o f academic dishonesty: cheating (use o f unauthorized materials); 
fabrication (falsification or invention o f information or citation);facilitating academic 
dishonesty (helping another); and plagiarism (representing another’s work as one’s 
own). This organizational framework was credited to Burke’s (1997) unpublished 
dissertation which examined faculty perceptions and attitudes about academic 
dishonesty at a two-year college. A similar framework was used by Hollinger and 
Lanza-Kaduce (1996): taking o f  information (including both exam and homework 
activities), tendering o f  information (allowing exam to be copied), plagiarism, and 
misrepresentation (false excuse to take an exam late); and by Storch and Storch 
(2002): copied other students’ materials, plagiarism, exam cheating, and 
misrepresentation.
Recently, Dawkins (2004) organized cheating into four “dimensions of 
dishonesty” (p. 119): cheating on classroom tests, copying from the Internet, 
knowledge and awareness o f others cheating, and lying to avoid detection. This 
scheme, as its name suggests, broadened the question to examine not only the activity 
most directly resulting in academic advantage, but also those activities in support of 
the success of cheating by self or others.
Expanded access to sophisticated technology and the Internet has opened new 
avenues o f cheating. Although not yet found in the literature as an organizing element
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for cheating behaviors, a variety of such activities have been reported in the media as 
described above, and have begun to appear in the literature (Stemgold, 2004). 
Definitions o f  Cheaters
Additionally inconsistent in the literature on academic cheating has been the 
vast discrepancy in how researchers have classified students as cheaters. In some 
studies, students were classified as either cheaters or non-cheaters based on their 
report o f having ever cheated, in any way, at any time during their college career, 
duration unspecified (Bolin, 2001; Brown, 2002; Bunn et al., 1992; Diekhoff et al., 
1996; Rettinger et al., 2004; Smyth & Davis, 2003; Tang & Zuo, 1997). In other 
studies, students were presented with a defined time period within which to assess 
their behavior, sometimes the preceding academic year (Angell, 2006; Roberts et al., 
1997; Robinson et al., 2004), sometimes the current semester (Jordan, 2001).
Returning to the problem of inconsistent definitions o f cheating, researchers 
have also varied in the behaviors used to classify students as cheaters based on self- 
report. In some cases, a list o f specific behaviors was presented to which students 
responded regarding their practice (McCabe & Bowers, 1994; McCabe & Trevino, 
1995; McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Rettinger, Jordan, & Peschiera, 2004; Thorpe, 
Pittenger & Reed, 1999), while in other cases students were directed to limit their 
consideration to single sets of behaviors, such as test-cheating (Diekhoff et al., 1996; 
Tibbetts, 1998). In yet other cases, students were left to use their own definitions to 
respond regarding their history of cheating (Brown, 2002; Davis & Ludvigson, 1995; 
Huss, Curnyn, Roberts, & Davis, 1993; Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999; Smyth & Davis,
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2003), or were directly observed engaging in a specific behavior (DePalma et al.,
1995; Drake, 1941; Ward, 1987).
Another inconsistency has been the manner in which relative severity and/or 
frequency o f cheating behaviors has been addressed. For some researchers, self- 
reported cheating in any way resulted in classification as a cheater, and cheaters of all 
types were grouped together in the analysis o f research questions (Diekhoff et al., 
1996; Jordan, 2001); for others, composite measures were developed providing a 
continuous variable cheating index, reflecting frequency of various types of cheating 
added together (McCabe & Trevino, 1997; Pino & Smith, 2003; Thorpe et al., 1999); 
and for others, both the type and the frequency o f reported cheating were kept separate 
throughout the data analysis (Robinson et al., 2004).
The limitation of inconsistent timeframes or measurement strategies has not 
been restricted to self-report surveys. In the studies in which actual cheating 
behaviors have been observed, some students have been classified as cheaters based 
on several opportunities during a single college course (Gardner & Melvin, 1988; 
Spiller & Crown, 1995), while others were identified as cheaters based on a single 
opportunity under study (Dawkins, 1995; Ward, 1987).
Thus, it is evident that the classification o f a student as a cheater has been 
inconsistent in the literature, making it difficult to draw wider conclusions across the 
literature or over time. This inconsistency only intensifies when one seeks to 
determine what percentage of the college student body is engaged in cheating.
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Prevalence o f  Cheating
Given the wide variation in how student cheating has been operationally 
defined and measured in the literature, there is no simple, valid response to the 
question o f the prevalence of cheating among college students. One o f the most 
significant limitations has been the difference in time spans over which students have 
been asked to report their behaviors which then resulted in their being classified as 
cheaters.
In a single exercise (reported successful solution o f anagrams, unrelated to a 
course grade), 85.3% of students enrolled in undergraduate psychology classes were 
observed falsely reporting success (Dawkins, 1995). Another single opportunity, 
involving self-grading of a mid-term exam, found that 28% of all students cheated 
(Ward, 1987). Over the duration o f a single one-semester business course, 27% of 
students cheated in the self-grading o f quizzes (Nowell & Laufer, 1997), while only 
11.6% of those enrolled in social and behavioral science courses reported having 
cheated in one or more ways in the specified class (Pulvers & Diekhoff, 1999).
Looking at behaviors in all courses during a single semester, 31.4% of students 
reported cheating on at least one paper or exam at a small, private, liberal arts college 
with an honor code in place, and an additional 28.5% cheated in some other way, for 
an overall prevalence o f 54.9% (Jordan, 2001). Similarly, a total o f 68.1% of students 
reported engaging, during the semester just ending, in at least one of ten cheating 
activities listed (Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 1996). These authors noted, however, 
that those students who acknowledged some type o f cheating generally reported doing
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so only once or twice during the semester, as opposed to 3-5 times or 6 or more times 
-  a finding they noted as “perhaps good news” (Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, p. 302).
Another variation of timeframe used has been the previous six months—a 
period somewhat longer than a semester, but which could have included a major 
period void o f academic activity over the summer. Fifty-four percent o f students 
reported cheating during this timeframe at a small southwestern university (LaBeff et 
al„ 1990).
The prior academic year, previous year, or past 12 months has been a 
commonly-designated period for self reports o f cheating. Using such a timeframe, 
91.4% of students surveyed reported at least one cheating behavior at least once at a 
mid-sized public 4-year university (Roberts et al., 1997). Among students in upper 
division sociology classes, fewer than 10% received an illicit advance copy of an 
exam, 19% plagiarized a term paper, 25% falsified information on a term paper, and 
33% looked at another’s answers during an exam; taking a total o f 17 difference 
cheating behaviors into account, 83% of the students surveyed reported at least one act 
of academic dishonesty during the prior year (Cochran, Chamlin, Wood & Sellers, 
1999). Findings were similar among students at a rural university with single-year 
cheating rates ranging by behavior from 33% (used exam cheat sheets) to 89% 
(collaborated on take-home exams) (Robinson et al., 2004), and among behavioral 
science students at a mid-Atlantic public university, where 39% reported copying from 
another student on a college exam at least once during the preceding year (Tibbets,
1998).
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Expanding the timeframe of self-reporting to the duration o f college study, 
Diekhoff s team (1996) compared students’ reports o f cheating in 1984 to those in 
1994. The actual time span that the duration o f college study represented for their 
sample was not reported, although the study procedure described distribution o f the 
surveys in core curriculum classes, so many respondents were likely in their first two 
years of college. The prevalence o f cheating on exams remained stable over time, at 
23.7% in 1984 compared to 23.1% in 1994. Other forms of cheating, however, 
increased significantly. Cheating on quizzes increased from 22.1% in 1984 to 31.3% 
in 1994, and cheating on assignments increased from 34.2% in 1984 to 45.1% in 1994. 
These increases were o f sufficient magnitude to bring the overall prevalence of 
cheating up significantly overtime, from 54.1% in 1984 to 61.2% in 1994 
(Diekhoff et al.).
Similar findings have been reported in other studies specifying the time span 
for report of cheating as students’ college years. McCabe and Bowers (1994) found 
over 80% of students at non-honor code schools and over 50% of those at honor code 
schools, in both 1963 and 1993, admitted to at least one instance of cheating of some 
type while in college. More detailed analysis in this study revealed that, over time, 
exam cheating had increased significantly over time, driven primarily by an increase at 
honor code schools from 3% to 11% in helping another to cheat on a test, and an 
increase in unauthorized collaboration on written work at both honor code and non­
honor code schools (from 6% to 27% at honor code schools; 18% to 45 % at non­
honor code schools), but that other forms of cheating, especially on written work, had 
actually decreased over time (McCabe & Bowers). McCabe and Trevino (1995)
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reported that 67% of students acknowledged one or more instances o f cheating while 
in college, with 38% reporting three or more such instances o f any type o f cheating, 
and 15% reporting three or more instances of cheating on exams. Davis and 
Ludvigson (1995) gathered self-report data from 71 classes in 11 different states, and 
reported that the cheating rates of their samples ranged from 42% to 64%; they did not 
report an aggregate rate. At a highly selective four-year liberal arts college, 88% of 
students reported some type of cheating activity while in college; 53% reported 
cheating on exams, 42% on papers, and 70% on homework or laboratory assignments 
(Rettinger et al., 2004). Rather similar finding were reported from a southwestern 
university, with 85% reporting at least one episode o f cheating while in college, 35% 
copying on a test and 74% copying homework (Vowell & Chen, 2004), and at three 
Midwestern state universities, where 39% of students admitted to exam cheating 
(Tang & Zuo, 1997). Finally, overall cheating prevalence of 80% was calculated from 
reports o f 66% at a small college and 92% at a large college, ranging from 11% of 
students submitting another’s paper as their own to 36.7% copying another’s 
homework (Thorpe et al., 1999).
A number o f studies have categorized students as cheaters based on their report 
of having ever cheated, in any way, during their academic careers. Therefore, a 
limitation, in considering these reports in terms o f college cheating is the uncertainty 
as to whether reported cheating actually occurred during college coursework. Among 
students in microeconomics courses, 50% reported having cheated, ever, on a test or 
written exam (Bunn et al., 1992). In her survey of nursing students, Brown (2002) 
found self reports o f cheating (Have you cheated?, timeframe unspecified) ranging
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from 8% among sophomores and juniors to 20% among seniors and 39% among 
freshman; associate degree nursing students reported cheating at 13%. Among 
engineering students, respondents reported having engaged in behaviors that a 
majority considered to be cheating (no timeframe specified) ranging from 0.6% on 
taking an exam fo r  another student to 27.7% on copying an old term paper or lab- 
report from  a previous year and working in groups on take-home exams (Carpenter et 
al., 2002). Overall, 93% of these engineering students reported having engaged in at 
least one activity that a majority rated as either cheating or unethical (Carpenter et al.).
Other researchers have left the timeframe for students to consider in reporting 
their cheating unspecified. Dawkins (2004) used this approach, and reported students’ 
cheating overall at 41.4%, which he compared to Whitley’s (1998) review as falling at 
midpoint between earlier reports o f 4% to 82%. Dawkins also reported cheating on 
each o f his four individual dimensions of dishonesty: 41% cheated on exams, but the 
largest portion o f exam cheaters (21%) reported such behavior only rarely (as opposed 
to some or a lot)-, 18.8% reported cheating on the Internet; 70.4% reported knowledge 
of others’ cheating; and 29.5% reported lying to avoid detection.
In order to examine changes in cheating over time, McCabe and Bowers
(1994) purposefully sampled to allow comparisons with a study done 30 years earlier. 
They found that exam cheating had not increased dramatically, and that there had 
actually been a decline in the levels of many other forms of cheating. However, 
unpermitted collaboration on written assignments had increased three-fold (McCabe 
& Bowers). Similarly, a comparison of cheating in 1984 with that in 1994 found that 
the overall rate o f cheating increased significantly, from 54.1% to 61.2%, but that this
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change was driven by increases in cheating on assignments and quizzes while cheating 
on exams remained unchanged (Diekhoff et al., 1996). In the 2003 National Survey of 
Student Engagement, 87% of respondents reported that their peers had copied data 
from the Internet without citing sources (Sterngold, 2004).
Several studies have examined the prevalence o f cheating in very specific 
situations. Testing o f the widely-held presumption that cheating would be greater in 
online classes than in traditional settings failed to substantiate the belief, with a 
reported cheating rate o f only 3% compared to published rates o f 1.9% to 13% in 
single traditional classes (Grijalva, Nowell & Kerkvliet, 2006). In some of the few 
studies to actually observe and measure cheating behaviors, Dawkins (1994) found 
that 85.3% of participants cheated during a one-time exercise which did not have any 
impact on participants’ future course grades, while Ward (1987) found 28% and Drake 
(1941) found 24% of students cheating by changing answers on an exam that they 
believed would impact their course grades
In his 1998 meta-analysis of 107 studies, Whitley failed to address the 
difference in how researchers had determined the prevalence o f cheating. He did, 
however, recognize the different types of cheating being studied. Thus, he reported 
the prevalence o f cheating on exams ranging from 4% to 82% of students, with a mean 
of 43%; cheating on homework ranging from 3% to 83%, with a mean o f 41%; and 
plagiarism ranging from 3% to 98% with a mean of 47%. Total cheating (not broken 
down into categories or aggregated from type-specific reports) ranged from 9% to 
95%, with a mean o f 70% (Whitley).
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One purpose o f Whitley’s (1998) analysis was to focus on studies published 
since 1970, in recognition that older research might have limited application to the 
college students of the late 1990s. He found a curvilinear relationship between mean 
cheating prevalence rates by year o f study, shown below:
• 1969- 1975 44.9%
• 1976- 1980 24.8%
• 1981 -  1985 32.2%
• 1986- 1990 46.4%
• 1991 -  1995 46.9% (Whitley).
Another strategy to assess whether cheating had truly changed over time was 
used by Spiller and Crown (1995). Their meta-analysis used 24 studies where 
cheating was directly observed in students’ changing o f answers on self-graded 
quizzes, and did not support the frequent lament among faculty that cheating was on 
the rise (Spiller & Crown).
From these reports, it is clear that there have been various practices by students 
within the universe o f academic cheating behaviors. The fact that patterns of behavior 
have changed over time may be related to generational differences, and the greater 
age-span o f students served in community colleges compared to most 4-year 
institutions (AACC, n.d.) makes this issue more relevant in the community college 
setting. In the only study identified in a two-year college setting, 45.6% of students 
reported having cheated at least once while in college (Smyth & Davis, 2003).
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Characteristics o f  Students Who Cheat
The vast majority o f the research on college student cheating has sought to 
establish correlations between various student characteristics and cheating. Two 
major reviews have summarized the literature from 1970 to 1996 (Crown and Spiller, 
1998; Whitley, 1998).
Age. Diekhoff and associates (1996) found that cheaters were significantly 
younger than non-cheaters in both their 1984 and 1994 samples, and this finding has 
been supported by others (Dawkins, 2004; Harding et al., 2002; Jordan, 2001; McCabe 
& Trevino, 1997; Roberts et al., 1997; Vowell & Chen, 2004). Whitley’s (1998) 
review found that cheaters tended to be younger, with age having a moderate effect 
size.
Crown and Spiller (1998), however, found age to have mixed results as a 
correlate to cheating, and noted that the age span in most studies had been restricted to 
five years. Harding et. al. (2002) noted that the only strong correlation between age 
and any other characteristic as related to cheating was that between age and the school 
lacking an honor code. Their explanation for this finding was that their sample 
included 12 percent community college students, lacking honor codes, and enrolling 
students o f significantly higher ages than the traditional four-year institutions with 
honor codes (Harding et al.). Other recent studies have found no significant 
relationships between age and cheating (Jordan, 2001; Robinson et al., 2004), and 
even the reverse o f prior findings — that older students were more likely to cheat than 
younger students (Pino & Smith, 2003). In Pino and Smith’s study, the correlation of 
lower age with less cheating diminished when the variable o f academic ethic
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(expressed valuing o f academics over social life, daily studying, consistent class 
attendance, etc.) was controlled.
In some studies, the variable of age has not been studied per se, but could be 
generally inferred form another variable. Rettinger et al. (2004) reported no 
significant differences in cheating behavior among academic classes (e.g., freshman, 
sophomores, juniors and seniors) in a sample ranging in age from 18 to 22 years; age 
and academic class were likely highly correlated in such a group.
Moral development and college experience. A number of researchers have 
tested hypotheses about cheating derived from theories o f moral development, 
postulating that higher levels o f moral development should result in less cheating. 
Bernardi’s team (2004) studied primarily business and psychology students, and found 
that situational factors (e.g., deadlines, consequences of failure, risks o f detection, etc.) 
impacted cheating behaviors more so than level o f moral development, and that 
business majors scored lower than students in other disciplines. Whitley’s meta­
analysis (1998) found cheaters to have lower levels o f moral development - but with a 
small effect size - in a total of seven studies exploring this relationship. Crown and 
Spiller (1998) reported four such studies, three of which documented significant 
relationships between measures of moral obligation or moral code and lesser rates of 
cheating.
Whitley’s (1998) review also identified that students who felt little moral 
obligation not to cheat were more likely to cheat than those who did feel such moral 
restrictions (medium effect size). Although later researchers failed to substantiate this 
relationship in a naturally occurring cheating situation, they cited the limitation of
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their small sample (West, Ravenscroft, & Shrader, 2004). Tibbetts (1998) found that 
students’ intent to cheat (limited to cheating on tests) was significantly related to their 
moral beliefs about test cheating, but he did not assess their levels of moral 
development.
The Defining Issues Test (DIT) has been widely recognized as a measure of 
moral development (Rest, Thoma, & Edwards, 1997). Used as part o f a design to 
relate overall moral development with specific attitudes towards academic dishonesty, 
the DIT showed that attitudes towards cheating were more powerful in predicting 
cheating behaviors than were demographic variables such as gender or major course of 
study (Bernardi et al., 2004).
Given the relationship described above between age and cheating, where 
younger students have been generally found more prone to cheating than older 
students, one could question whether the relationship between moral development and 
cheating simply reflects longer life experience. King and Mayhew (2002) reviewed 
172 studies that used the DIT among undergraduate college students; they concluded 
that participation in higher education contributed significantly to development in 
moral judgment beyond that attributable to age alone. James Rest, a major contributor 
to the research in moral development, explained the impact o f age and higher 
education on moral development as follows:
The general trend is that as long as subjects continue in formal education, 
their DIT scores tend to gain; when subjects stop their formal education, 
then their DIT scores plateau. Consequently, if you wanted to predict the 
DIT scores o f adults, you would do best by knowing their education level,
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not age or gender. (Rest, 1994, p. 15)
Diekhoff s group (1996) utilized a series of 11 items to determine a Total 
Neutralization Score, which was described as strategies to “sidestep the rules and 
deflect blame or guilt” (p. 491). In both their 1984 and 1994 samples, cheaters scored 
significantly stronger on neutralization than non-cheaters. Interestingly, both groups 
decreased in neutralization over time, with cheaters engaging in significantly less 
neutralization in 1994 than in 1984.
Research on these variables in the community college setting has been sparse. 
A single such study found that, among community college students, fewer cheaters 
(88%) than non-cheaters (96%) believed that cheating was ethically wrong (Smyth & 
Davis, 2003).
Gender. Men have historically been shown to cheat more often than women 
(Roberts, 1997), and in some recent studies, this finding persists (Dawkins, 2004; 
Rettinger et al., 2004; Vowell & Chen, 2004). In Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis, 
males were shown, by self-reports only, to cheat more often than females, but the 
effect size was small (d  = .22), and the gender differences in observed cheating were 
not significant. Whitley suggested that men may be more willing than women to 
admit to cheating, perhaps feeling less guilt.
In a later review o f 48 studies focused specifically on gender differences in 
cheating, a distinction was made between attitudes towards cheating and actual 
cheating behaviors. Men reported both having more positive attitudes towards 
cheating, and having actually cheated more than women. However, the mean effect 
size for gender differences in attitudes towards cheating was determined to be
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
51
moderate, while the mean effect size for gender differences in cheating behavior was 
found to be small. In their conclusion, the authors warned about the issue o f statistical 
power generating statistically significant results in large samples when only small 
effect sizes are involved (Whitley, Nelson, & Jones, 1999).
While some recent studies have continued to find men cheating more than 
women (Dawkins, 2004; Rettinger et al., 2004; Vowell & Chen, 2004), the 
relationship of gender to cheating has changed over time. Crown and Spiller’s (1998) 
meta-analysis found that studies done prior to 1972 reported males cheating more than 
females, but that this relationship became less stable over the next 20 years, with a 
prevalence of non-significant relationships in the last 10 years. Gender has either not 
been significant, or had a correlation with cheating deemed by the researcher too weak 
to report, in a number o f recent studies (Carpenter et. al., 2002; Harding, Carpenter, 
Montgomery & Steneck, 2002; Jordan, 2001; Kerkvliet & Sigmund, 1999). In other 
studies, the effect o f gender was no longer significant when variables such as 
academic ethic were controlled (Pino & Smith, 2003), or when examined in regression 
analysis with more complex factors such as enjoyment o f college and fear of 
punishment (Robinson et al., 2004). In still other studies, women have been more 
likely to cheat than men (DePalma et al., 1995; Graham et al., 1994).
Examined more closely, gender was shown to have an interesting interaction 
relationship with individuals’ ability to persist as related to cheating: women who 
scored higher in persistence cheated less than women who scored lower in persistence, 
while the cheating o f men was unrelated to persistence (DePalma et al., 1995).
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Program o f  study. Several researchers have examined differences among 
students in different major disciplines of study in their attitudes towards and 
engagement in cheating. For example, business majors reported significantly more 
cheating than engineering/science, humanities/social science, and other majors 
(McCabe & Trevino, 1995). In their analysis of open-ended questions, McCabe and 
Trevino found that the primary motivation for cheating was the pressure to get good 
grades, often in terms o f the competition for admission into the most prestigious 
master o f business administration programs. This was coupled with students’ 
perceptions that their classmates were getting ahead by cheating, and that they 
therefore needed to cheat simply to hold their relative rank in class. Business majors 
were also found to report cheating more often than students in any other major at the 
community college level (Smyth & Davis, 2003).
One of the most recent public cheating scandals, 33 first-year M.B.A. students 
at Duke University’s Fuqua School o f Business were found to have inappropriately 
collaborated on an open-book take-home exam in a required course (Young, 2007). 
Commenting on the situation, James R. Bailey, professor of leadership at the George 
Washington University School of Business, noted that that business schools may, by 
the very nature o f the material they teach, breed a certain amount o f academic 
dishonesty, with a culture of competition and self-interest. “In our theory classes, 
we’re teaching theories o f advancing one’s self-interest. All the formal mechanisms in 
the world -  honor codes, having everybody read it during classes, an ethics class -  
can’t overcome culture” (Young, ^13). Bailey went on to observe that students who 
collaborated may have been building useful skills. “They were enterprising, they took
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initiative, and they worked together. Aren’t those all the qualities we’re trying to 
encourage o f business school students?” (Young, 1 15).
Refining the examination o f cheating among students in different academic 
disciplines, Roberts’ group (1997) found that the greatest prevalence of unauthorized 
collaboration was among business majors, while the greatest prevalence o f giving 
false excuses to delay turning in papers or taking exams was among performing and 
visual arts majors.
Personal morality and religious involvement. Crown and Spiller’s (1998) 
analysis reported two studies that examined religion as a correlate o f cheating, neither 
of which proved significant, leading the meta-analysis authors to conclude that 
researchers interested in cheating should pay greater attention to students’ ethical 
decision making than to their religious involvement. However, although their meta 
analysis did include the work of Graham, Monday, O’Brien and Steffen (1994), which 
examined attitudes and behaviors in academic cheating among students at a Catholic 
college and a community college, the group’s work was not included in Crown and 
Spiller’s specific analysis o f religion. Although religion was not among the principle 
variables which emerged in the regression analysis completed by Graham’s group -  
lenient attitudes towards cheating, belief that cheating is not that severe an offense, 
and belief that a large number of other students at the school are cheating -  students 
who had lenient attitudes towards cheating reported being less religious than those had 
stricter attitudes; the exact phrasing of their survey question(s) related to religion was 
not reported (Graham et al.).
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Tibbits (1998) found non-criminal justice majors more strongly influenced 
about cheating by their moral beliefs than criminal justice majors, but the connection, 
if any, to a religious belief system was not explored. Sutton and Hubs (1995) included 
level o f religious involvement among the student characteristics they correlated with 
perceptions o f academic dishonesty, and found that students with the highest levels of 
religious involvement were more likely than those in the lowest group to agree that 
“cheating is never justified under any circumstances.” However, Vowell and Chen 
(2004), in comparing the predictive value for academic cheating o f four alternate 
theoretical models, found that the model including religious activities did not prove 
the most powerful. Altogether, there has been little reported in the literature about the 
relationship o f students’ connection to a religious belief system and their attitudes or 
behaviors in academic cheating.
Other characteristics. Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis identified that the 
student characteristics most strongly correlated with cheating, with large effect sizes 
and in more than five studies, were holding favorable attitudes towards cheating, and 
perceiving that social norms allowed cheating; in fewer than five studies, large effect 
sizes were also noted for moderate expectations o f success (as compared to high or 
low expectations), having cheated in the past, studying under poor conditions, and 
anticipating a large reward for success in cheating. Whitely found that the often 
studied characteristics o f belonging to Greek organizations, having a higher need for 
approval, and having an internal locus of control had only small effect sizes.
Students with lower levels of academic achievement may be more prone to 
cheat than those who have lower grades. Grade point average (GPA) has been
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established to have a significant negative relationship with cheating in a number of 
studies (Bunn et al., 1992; Crown & Spiller, 1998; Diekhoff et al., 1996; Kervliet & 
Sigmund, 1999; McCabe & Trevino, 1997).
Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis also found this relationship, but noted it as a 
small effect size. GPA did not distinguish cheaters from non-cheaters at an honor 
code college (Jordan, 2001) or a rural college (Robinson et al., 2004) but did have a 
significant relationship both to past cheating and likelihood o f future cheating among 
marketing and management majors (Smith, Davy & Easterling, 2004).
Among recent engineering students, GPA was found to negligibly correlate 
with cheating (< ± 0.2) (Carpenter et al., 2002). Similarly, GPA was not a significant 
factor related to cheating at a mid-sized public university (Roberts et al., 1997). The 
correlation between GPA and cheating that was found by Pino and Smith (2003) was 
no longer significant when the variable of academic ethic (expressed valuing of 
academics over social life, daily studying, consistent class attendance, etc.) was 
controlled. Among business students, GPA did not correlate significantly with 
cheating, but grade achieved in the specific course under study did (Nowell & Laufer, 
1997).
In their study in the community college setting, Smyth and Davis (2003) found 
no differences in the rates of cheating reported between those who were full-time 
versus part-time students, or between those who lived in dorms versus those who lived 
off-campus.
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Settings and Circumstances o f  Student Cheating
What Whitley termed perceiving that social norms support cheating proved to 
be one o f the most significant factors that emerged from his meta-analysis (1998). 
Reported in 16 studies, students who perceived that social norms supported cheating 
engaged in more cheating than students who perceived non-supportive norms at an 
effect size o f .929, considered large. Recognizing that one o f the most recent studies 
included in this analysis used a very large sample and thus could have 
disproportionately impacted his analysis, Whitley removed this study from the 
analysis and found an effect size o f .564, considered moderate. He argued, however, 
that this more recent national study may have been a more accurate estimate of the 
true population effect size, lending support to the larger effect size estimate in his 
original analysis.
Further support o f the impact of social norms has come from other studies. 
McCabe and Trevino (1997) concluded that the most important factors related to 
student cheating were peer-related contextual factors, specifically peer disapproval 
and peer behavior, and members of fraternities and sororities reported higher rates of 
cheating than nonmembers (Storch & Storch, 2002). Similarly, students in 
microeconomics classes were more likely to cheat when they observed others 
cheating, and when they believed that higher percentages of their fellow students were 
cheating (Bunn et. al., 1992). Perceived peer cheating remained significant in a 
multivariate regression analysis o f rural college students (Robinson et. al., 2004), and 
friends’ cheating behavior was significantly more powerful than moral beliefs or 
perceived pleasure of cheating in predicting intention to cheat among criminal justice
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majors than among students in other disciplines (Tibbets, 1998). Among engineering 
students in a multi-campus study, the most powerful predictor o f student cheating was 
the student’s sense that cheating was necessary to succeed (Harding, Carpenter, 
Montgomery, & Steneck, 2002), while knowledge o f  others cheating proved a 
powerful covariate in Dawkins’ (2004) study. Vowell and Chen (2004) found similar 
relationships between cheating and the number of respondents’ friends who cheated 
and favorable attitudes towards cheating.
Focused on the relationships between cheating and various classroom 
environmental factors, Pulvers and Diekhoff (1999) found that students who reported 
cheating also reported that their classes were less personalized, less task-oriented, and 
less satisfying than did non-cheaters. Cheating on exams at a smaller college (8.8%) 
was significantly lower than exam cheating at a larger college (19.3%) (Thorpe et al., 
1999).
Other significantly contextual factors related to cheating have been the status 
of the instructor and characteristics o f the class. Business students were more likely to 
cheat in classes taught by graduate teaching assistants (Kerkvliet & Sigmund, 1999) or 
adjunct faculty as opposed to classes taught by full-time faculty, and in larger rather 
than smaller classes (Nowell & Laufer, 1997),
In meta-analyses, students have been shown more likely to cheat at institutions 
without honor codes, when they carried higher academic workloads, when they sat 
next to another cheater or next to friends, and when only one version o f a test was 
given; each o f these characteristics has been demonstrated at a medium effect size 
(Crown & Spiller, 1998; Whitley, 1998). Cheating rates and student characteristics
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
58
associated with cheating at a rural university were similar to those reported from urban 
institutions (Robinson et al., 2004).
Research has consistently documented students’ reports o f cheating more often 
in unmonitored, out-of-class situations than during proctored examinations.
Plagiarism and copying o f homework were reported more often than cheating on tests 
or submitting another student’s paper (Thorpe et al., 1999), and copying from the 
Internet was more common than cheating on tests (Dawkins, 2004).
Methods o f  Study
Several approaches have been taken in the study of student cheating, most 
commonly self-reports and surveys, less often direct observations, and least often 
qualitative investigations. Examples o f each of these approaches will be described 
below, including discussion of their strengths and limitations.
Self-reports and surveys. Direct question surveys (DQS) have been the most 
widely used methodology in the study of student cheating (Angell, 2006; Bolin, 2004; 
Cochran et al., 1999; Dawkins, 2004; Diekhoff et al., 1996; McCabe & Bowers, 1994; 
McCabe & Trevino, 1995, 1997; Pino & Smith, 2003; Robinson, et al., 2004). While 
simple and inexpensive, the DQS method does not account for problems inherent in 
asking subjects threatening questions (Kerkvliet & Sigmund, 1999), which may be a 
concern when subjects are asked to report their actual cheating behaviors.
Additionally, although some authors have cited the framework or model o f earlier 
works in the development of their surveys, (e.g., Bolin [2004] based on McCabe and 
Trevino [1997]), no commonly accepted DQS has emerged for the assessment of 
cheating activities.
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Several studies have combined DQS of cheating behaviors with a rating or 
evaluation o f behaviors as to their severity of cheating. Angell (2006) constructed the 
Academic Integrity Scale, on which students were asked to respond to 18 items as to 
the frequency o f their involvement during the past year {Never/Once or Twice/Several 
Times) and their evaluation as wrong (Not Wrong/Somewhat Wrong/ Extremely 
Wrong). In her analysis, she found that two factors emerged and most common and 
most strongly evaluated as wrong: Test Assistance (four items, accounting for 27% of 
total variance) and Plagiarism (two items, accounting for 14% of variance).
One approach to overcoming the limitations o f the DQS has been the 
randomized response survey (RRS), which was argued by Kerkvliet and Sigmund 
(1999) to foster truthful responses by providing subjects with greater anonymity by 
allowing a sensitive question to be answered without revealing with certainty their true 
status regarding the sensitive behavior. These authors cited three previous works 
comparing DQS with RRS results in the study o f cheating, two o f which found DQS 
to underestimate cheating while one found the opposite. This technique was recently 
used to assess cheating during an online course, where the researchers were 
particularly concerned about students’ distrust in confidentiality as a limitation of their 
study (Grijalva, et al., 2006). The RRS technique intertwined questions about birth- 
month with questions about cheating in the online course in such a way that, having 
calculated the probability o f being bom in identified months, the researchers could 
determine that positive responses in excess of the probability o f being born in the 
identified months would reflect the proportion o f cheating being acknowledged 
(Grijalva, et al., 2006).
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Another variation of the survey approaches was used to describe relationships 
among different psychosocial variables and students’ predictions o f cheating behavior 
in others. Rettinger and associates (2004) constructed four vignettes describing 
situations o f male college students in a general studies course, manipulating the 
protagonist’s academic motivation and perceived ability, and then asked students to 
predict the likelihood that the protagonist would cheat in the situation described. 
Prediction results were then correlated with various student characteristics. Students 
rated protagonists more likely to cheat when they were portrayed with high levels of 
extrinsic goal motivation related to the course material as compared to protagonists 
portrayed with high levels o f intrinsic motivation. Students who rated their own 
personal likelihood of cheating high also rated protagonists more likely to cheat, 
compared with students with low likelihoods o f cheating, and also scored higher in 
personal extrinsic motivation and actual cheating (Rettinger et al.).
The risk for inconsistent operational definitions o f cheating has been a 
limitation in any self-report or survey study where specific behaviors, or specific time 
periods for self-report, were not described. These inconsistencies have been described 
above in relation to the definitions of cheaters and the prevalence o f cheating.
Direct observations. Direct observation of cheating has also been reported as a 
study methodology. Spiller and Crown (1995) conducted a review o f studies from 
1927 to 1986, all o f which used students’ changing o f answers on self-graded tests as a 
measure o f cheating. In these studies, test answer sheets were collected at the end of 
the exam period. At the next class meeting, answer sheets were returned to students 
for self-grading, often with a pretext from the instructor o f not having had time to
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
61
grade the tests. Students’ self-graded answer sheets were then collected in order for 
grades to be recorded. The self-graded answer sheets were compared with copies of 
the answer sheets as originally submitted, allowing for a behavioral measure of 
cheating.
Researchers have continued to use this methodology, but not widely (Nowell 
& Laufer, 1997; Ward, 1987). Critics to this approach have argued that, although it 
had the advantage o f not relying on students’ truthful self-report, it placed students in 
a contrived situation that reflected only one of many possible cheating opportunities, 
and may have had the appearance of entrapment (Kerkvliet & Sigmund, 1999).
Another approach to the direct observation of cheating was used by Gardner 
and Melvin (1988). Teaching introductory college psychology, the researchers 
supplied workbooks with answer pages to accompany the course textbook. Students 
were instructed to complete the workbook pages in ink using their textbooks for 
reference, and that they were permitted to check their responses against the answer 
pages but were not to make any changes to their workbook pages. Keyed responses in 
the answer pages were deliberately phrased differently from the textbook, insignificant 
to the concepts, but using synonyms or re-sequencing words. Cheating was measured 
as a percentage o f answers apparently taken from the answer key divided by the total 
number o f questions completed (Gamer & Melvin).
Qualitative investigations. A few qualitative studies have been reported, 
focusing on the motivations, justifications, and thought processes o f those who 
admitted to academic cheating (Johnston, 1996; McCabe, Trevino & Butterfield, 1999; 
Wright, 2004). In qualitative analysis of open-ended survey question responses,
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McCabe and associates focused on the differences between students at honor code 
versus non-honor code institution in their thoughts about academic integrity. They 
found commonalities in that much cheating was motivated by pressures to succeed but 
differences in their likelihood to justify cheating based on these pressures (McCabe 
et al.).
Johnston (1996) conducted interviews o f students who had been involved in 
exam cheating in her own seminar, Moral Development and Education, during the 
previous semester. She identified two moral orientations through which to explore 
students’ discussion o f cheating, justice and care, and she concluded that these 
students had been taught to value individual achievement and responsibility, but not 
collective responsibility. “What these students [had] learned in school [was] to do 
their own work and look out for themselves” (Johnston, 1996, p. 168). The college 
students that Johnston studied in 1996 were likely members o f Generation X (a senior 
level seminar class, most students probably born between 1972-1975), and this 
conclusion will ring true as generational differences in attitudes and values are 
described below.
DelCarlo and Bodner’s (2004) qualitative analysis of students’ work in 
chemistry classroom laboratories found that their Millennial generation students 
clearly differentiated between copying from others and sharing data -  copying was 
dishonest, while sharing was an acceptable strategy for the completion o f the required 
task. This finding, too, will seem consistent with the later descriptions o f generational 
attitudes and values.
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Instrumentation
As described earlier in relation to the definitions o f cheaters and the 
organizational frameworks used in the study of cheating, the activities included in 
surveys of students’ cheating have varied widely. Harding et al. (2002) noted that 
many studies have used students’ reports of specific behaviors to classify them as 
cheaters, therefore not capturing forms of cheating which were not included in the 
activities listed. Equally problematic, however, have been approaches such as 
Jordan’s (2001), where students have simply been asked to report cheating, without 
any example or definition o f what was to be considered cheating. One o f the most 
comprehensive surveys o f cheating activities was developed by Carpenter’s team 
(2002), which included 20 activities ranging from copying from another student 
during a test or quiz to studying with other students fo r  a test.
Some studies have described behaviors with even greater precision, such as 
Angell’s (2006) Academic Integrity Scale that included 18 items, 7 o f which were 
subtle variations o f plagiarism (e.g., copying a paragraph versus copying a sentence). 
In some cases, this level o f precision in description o f behaviors may risk under­
estimation o f cheating prevalence. For example, Cochran et al. (1999) specified 
actions o f receiving an illicit, advance copy o f  an exam and looking at another’s 
answers during an exam, potentially leaving students who engaged in other forms of 
exam cheating unrecognized as cheaters.
At the other extreme, some researchers have left the determination of what 
activities constitute cheating to the respondent, inquiring only as to students’ cheating 
on a test or a written assignment, without specifying what type o f cheating occurred
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(Bunn et al., 1992; Dawkins, 2004). Again, this approach may have risked under­
estimation o f the occurrence of activities which the researcher would have considered 
cheating, but students did not.
A few studies have included students’ perceptions, classifications, or 
evaluations o f activities as cheating, and/or a rating o f the severity o f cheating for each 
activity, as part o f the study design (Graham et al., 1994; Higbee & Thomas, 2002). 
However, as long as students have been asked to report their personal engagement in 
potentially shameful activities, the limitations o f subject bias and social desirability 
have remained a significant concern. Recognizing the potential impact o f the risk of 
self-disclosure on respondents’ candor, Gardner and Melvin (1988) developed their 
Attitude Toward Cheating scale purposefully without inquiry into personal behaviors. 
Rather, they focused on attitudes toward cheaters (e.g., “unethical people”), toward the 
morality o f cheating (“morally wrong”), and toward instructors’ actions (“in effect 
okaying cheating”) (Gardner & Melvin, p. 429).
As described above, the prevalence and types o f cheating may have been 
shifting over time. One approach to analyzing such changes is to consider the 
prevailing attitudes and beliefs of the society within which studies have been done. In 
the next section, the characteristics of current generations of U.S. college students will 
be discussed, particularly as they may provide insight into the attitudes and behaviors 
of these students related to academic cheating.
Generational Analysis
William Strauss and Neil Howe have written extensively on the cyclical 
dynamic of generational behavior and the different manner in which each generation
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in the U.S. has experienced the life cycle. Reviewing history from the perspective of 
how social moments (decades during which people perceive that events are radically 
altering their social environment), these authors have offered explanations for shifts in 
prevailing attitudes, values, and behaviors from one generation to the next (Howe & 
Strauss, 2000, 2003; Strauss & Howe 1991, 1997). They have also posited that “each 
generational type specializes in its own unique brand o f positive and negative 
endowments [italics removed from original]” (Strauss & Howe, 1991, p. 39).
Students at U.S. community colleges today represent three primary 
generations, and the generational perspective has proven meaningful to writers 
working with individuals in a variety o f settings, from language arts (Godwin-Jones, 
2005), to law school (Kasting, 2006), to libraries (Holliday & Li, 2004), to workplace 
training (Allerton, 2001). Those under age 25 in today’s colleges and work settings 
have been variously named Millennials, Echo Boomers, Generation Y, Gen Net, or 
Gen Next (Alch, 2000; Allerton; Howe & Strauss, 2000). Although minor variations 
were found among writers in the birth-year designations and names for these 
generations, those defined by Howe and Strauss (2000) will be used in this study: 
Boomers, born 1943-1960; Generation X (Gen X), born 1961-1981, and Millennials, 
born 1982-2000.
Boom generation. “As Boomers have charted their life’s voyage, they have 
metamorphosed from Beaver Cleaver to hippie to braneater to yuppie to what some 
are calling ‘Neo-Puritan’” (Strauss & Howe, 1991, p. 299). As children, Boomers 
were highly nurtured, with only 2% attending institutional child care. They were the 
first to benefit from the development o f immunizations against common childhood
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diseases such as diphtheria and polio, and were raised by G.I. and Silent generation 
parents to be idealistic, to look inward for the solutions to life’s problems. Through 
their coming o f age in the 1960s to 1970s and rising adulthood, Strauss and Howe 
(1991) described the Boomers’ sense of mission as one of “purifying” society (p. 301).
Boomers have been characterized as regarding their jobs as “anchors in their 
often turbulent lives” (Smith, 2006, p. 11). They value work that provides personal 
satisfaction, and as they approach retirement, are looking for ways to give back to 
others (Smith). This motivation has brought some of them to return to school, in 
community college classes, after retirement from their first careers (Kelch, 2006).
Now ranging from 46 to 63 years of age, Boomers represent 10.8% of students 
enrolled on Virginia community college campuses in the fall semester of 2005 (VCCS, 
2006a), and include some o f the top-ranking graduates (Fosdick, 2005). The group 
has developed a schism between modernist (“New Agers”) at its older end and 
traditionalists and evangelicals at its younger end, but has continued to provide the 
“leading visionaries and ‘wise men’ -  or just its preachy didactics -  regardless of the 
age bracket they occupy” (Strauss & Howe, 1991, p. 316). Taken together, these 
characteristics may make Boomers, compared to younger students, more likely to 
regard certain academic behaviors as cheating, especially in the areas o f group work 
and assisting others.
Generation X. “Speaking as Generation Xers, all we want out of life is a good 
job, a nice car, and a nice house. We want to enjoy life instead o f scurrying around 
like laboratory rats. If  that makes us slackers, then so be it. We would rather be 
slackers than spend our lives with our heads in the sand or up in the clouds” (Brown,
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Haviland, & Morris, 1997, p. 2). As children, Generation Xers felt the highest 
parental divorce rate in U.S. history, with twice the risk o f parental divorce than that 
of Boomer children, and less likelihood of receiving child support from a non­
custodial parent. Their families were also more complex, with more step-parents and 
half-siblings. College completion rates seven years after high school fell to 37% for 
the first Generation X Class of 1980, down from 58% for the Boomer Class o f 1972. 
Cynicism, fear, suicide, and incarceration all reached levels in this group surpassing 
several prior generations (Howe & Strauss, 1991). Slang terms such as emotional 
ketchup burst (“[t]he bottling up of opinions and emotions inside oneself so that they 
explosively burst forth all at once, shocking and confusing employers and friends— 
most of whom thought things were fine”[Coupland, 1991, p. 21]) and overboarding 
(“[o]vercompensating for fears about the future by plunging headlong into a job or 
life-style seemingly unrelated to one’s previous life interests”[Coupland, p. 26]) 
epitomized Generation X.
In their study o f business students’ college cheating, McCabe and Trevino
(1995) cited one active cheater who rated being very well o ff financially as his most 
important life goal, and who cited his personal philosophy as a major determinant of 
his behavior: “It’s the 90s, you snooze, you lose” (p. 211). Studying the relationship 
of alienation to cheating among 13 to 18 year-olds in 1990, Calabrese and Cochran 
(1990) were examining Generation Xers when they concluded with concern, that as 
future leaders, these individuals would place greater priority on economic achievement 
than on contributions to society. Generation Xers have been characterized as 
individualistic and assertive, taking personal responsibility for the development o f the
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skills needed for employability, and they are seen as likely to continue to seek new 
career options throughout their lives (Smith, 2006).
Now ranging from 25 to 45 years of age, Generation Xers represented 36.1% 
of students enrolled on Virginia community college campuses in the fall semester of 
2005 (VCCS, 2006a). Generation Xers, compared to Boomers, were shown to hold 
more negative affect towards jobs, parents, and yuppies (slang term for young urban 
professionals) (Manolis, Levin, & Dahlstrom, 1997), and have generally developed a 
reputation for being streetwise, savvy, and anti-institutional; having developed “a 
seasoned talent for getting the most out of a bad hand.. ..they know how to win” 
(Howe & Strauss, 1991, p. 334). As described above, working with Gen Xers in her 
qualitative study on cheating, Johnston (1996) concluded that these students had been 
taught about individual achievement and responsibility, but not about collective 
responsibility.
Millennial generation. “Millennial attitudes and behaviors represent a sharp 
break from Generation X, and are running exactly counter to trends launched by the 
Boomers (Strauss & Howe, 2000, p. 7). As children, Millennials were raised in the 
lowest parent-to-child ratio in U.S. history, during years focused on quality education, 
child safety, and team achievement (Howe & Strauss, 1991).
Millennials have been characterized as adaptable and flexible, with free agent 
mentalities tempered with realistic expectations (Smith, 2006). As the Internet 
generation, they are dependent on technology perhaps at the expense o f basic skills in 
reading, writing, and math (Smith). Marrying earlier than Generation Xers and 
Boomers, Millennials are returning to traditional values in many ways (Slapinski,
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1999). Other major differences o f this generation from the two preceding it have been 
described as
• Sharing the load—having held part-time jobs in high school and college 
Millennials have not been as overindulged as Gen Xers
• Global orientation. -  having grown up understanding the need for 
interconnectivity to the worldwide community
• Not the Cleavers -  as the concept o f how a family is defined has changed, 
Millennials view a wide variety of family configurations as normal
• Reality bound -  having witnessed little company loyalty or job security 
among their elders, Millennials understand that their training, skills, and 
abilities are essential for securing employment and establishing a career 
pathway
• Cool with chaos -  having come to regard constant and turbulent change as 
normal, Millennials are more attuned to the need to make adjustments in 
midstream and have contingency plans (Alch, 2000, p. 1-2).
Now ranging from 6 to 24 years o f age, Millennials represented 53.1% of 
Virginia community college students on campus during the fall o f 2005 (VCCS, 
2006a). This group has been raised to believe that they are highly valued, and they 
have been significantly sheltered. They are largely confident, highly team-oriented, 
and strikingly conventional; they have also been significantly pressured, and have 
generally achieved success (Strauss & Howe, 2000). Documenting the approaches of 
Millennials to research assignments, Holliday and Li (2004) noted that these students 
interacted differently, such as saving entire articles to a computer rather than reading
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them thoroughly at the first encounter (not taking notes), and concluded that they were 
operating in a new kind o f information world with different expectations and 
behaviors than earlier students.
The generational shift. The underlying shift in attitudes, values, and behaviors 
among these generations has not been accidental; it has in large measure been created 
by the education designed and delivered by earlier generations. As described by 
Strauss and Howe (2000):
• In the 1950s and ‘60s, schools prepared Boomers to be 
inner-driven, ideal-cultivating individualists.
• In the in the 1970s and ‘80s, schools prepared Gen Xers 
to be street-smart free-agent entrepreneurs.
• In the 1990s, schools prepared Millennials to be outer- 
driven, ideal-following team players. (p. 166)
The impact o f these changing attitudes, values, and behaviors has been 
documented and discussed in relation to both higher education and the workplace. 
Writing for those in the human resources and workforce training arenas, Alch (2000) 
described the need for different approaches to supervision in a Millennial-dominated 
organization compared to a Boomer-dominated one, with greater emphasis on 
teamwork and group performance, and respect for leaders based on expertise, not rank 
or tenure. Tucker (2006) wrote specifically about the collaborative learning 
preferences o f Millennials, and that professors must understand the cultural context of 
their students in order to best foster their academic success. Clearly, community 
college students as products o f three such diverse generations may have differing
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views on what specific academic behaviors are appropriate or inappropriate, ethical or 
unethical, as they move through their college experiences.
Opposition to generational theory. Not all who study or comment on history 
or social science agree with the analyses o f Strauss and Howe (1991, 1997), although 
significant opposition has not been found in the peer- reviewed literature. In his 
online publication Duck! and Gather, Peter Savich (2003) critiqued Strauss and 
Howe’s identification o f awakening cycles. Pointing to set-backs in the achievement 
of cycle movements (e.g., abolition and the labor movement) as evidence of a flawed 
theoretical framework, Savich proposed his own organizational framework for world 
history, for which no subsequent supporting discussion has been found.
Various others have disputed the exact generational boundaries defined by 
Strauss and Howe (1991; 1997). Much of this discussion has also occurred outside of 
the peer-reviewed environment, as on the website FreeRepublic.com, or in news 
media publications. Writing for the Sun News o f Myrtle Beach, SC, Zaslow (2004) 
discussed the considerable differences between the attributes and values o f those born 
at either end o f the Boom generation, and noted that the boundaries o f the Boom 
generation as defined by Strauss an Howe differ from those defined by demographers: 
1943 versus 1946, and 1960 versus 1964.
Strauss and Howe (1991) did not dispute that their generational boundaries 
differed from those defined by others, in large part because theirs were based on 
defining moments o f history, not on birth rates. This methodology and rationale has 
provided a meaningful context within which to consider findings such as those of 
researchers Diekhoff and his team (1996), who noted differences in how students in
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1994, compared with those in 1984, neutralized, or justified, their cheating: “It 
appears that 1994’s students are more cognizant o f the immorality of cheating, but 
care less!” [exclamation in original] (p. 492).
Summary and Hypotheses
“The bad news is that cheating is rampant.. ..The good news is that the study of 
cheating is providing insight not only into these alarming statistics but also into the 
social contexts and psychological processes that influence cheating behavior” (Jordan, 
2003, p. 216). Further study may help educators and academic administrators to 
understand how differences in students’ cheating may be rooted more in very 
fundamental changes in societal attitudes than in their loss o f moral values.
Major agreements in the literature. Studies have shown that students continue 
to cheat in college. Certain student characteristics have been repeatedly linked to 
academic cheating (usually self-reported); those most commonly reported, however, 
such as gender and age, have revealed some significant findings with small to 
moderate effect sizes. Findings from a number o f studies have suggested that level of 
moral development has been related to students’ self-reported cheating behavior, and 
that levels o f moral development have been impacted more by experience in higher 
education than by age.
Several studies have also shown that the frequency of different forms of 
cheating has been changing, in part because technological advances have changed the 
tools and methods available to assist in cheating. Studies have further suggested that 
members o f different generational cohorts, as college students, bring differing 
attitudes, values, and behaviors to their classrooms.
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Major disagreements and gaps in the literature. Researchers have been
inconsistent in the academic behaviors defined as cheating, including leaving that
definition unspecified, and have varied considerably in both the organizational
framework used to describe cheating and the instruments used to measure it. Without
*
a clear definition o f the behaviors in question, even those relationships which have 
been well-established about academic cheating have been of limited value in 
application.
Having found significant disagreement in faculty and students’ evaluations of 
behaviors as cheating, Higbee and Thomas (2002) noted that students may be accused 
of cheating when they believed they were using acceptable study strategies or using 
legitimate assistance. “It is imperative that educators conduct further studies to 
explore how students and faculty define academic honesty and share their findings 
with both groups” (Discussion section, ^ 7).
Studies have also failed to consistently demonstrate strong links between 
various student characteristics that might prove useful in application towards the 
improvement o f academic integrity. Also, although researchers such as Whitley 
(1998) have acknowledged that “older research may have limited applicability to the 
current generation o f college students” (p. 236), little attention has been given to the 
potential relationship o f cheating, or the activities considered to be cheating, to the 
generational membership o f students, or the Zeitgeist.
Instrumentation used in the study of cheating has not reached a level where 
replication has produced a commonly-accepted measure; few studies have used the 
same instruments as earlier studies, and few have reported reliability and validity
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estimations. While the continued refinement of instruments over time may have 
provided more detailed information in each subsequent study, the lack o f a commonly- 
accepted instrument has hampered the ability to make valid comparisons over time, 
among different types o f students, or examining different related variables.
Finally, there has been little research describing cheating in the community 
college setting. The vast majority of studies on cheating have been conducted in four- 
year settings.
Hypotheses. The following hypotheses aligned with the research questions are 
posited:
1. Community college students will differ by generation in their evaluation of 
academic activities as cheating. Specifically, Millennials and Gen Xers will be 
less likely than Baby Boomers to evaluate all types o f academic activities as 
cheating.
The works o f Howe and Strauss (2000, 2003) have suggested that generational 
differences in their evaluation o f academic activities as cheating may be particularly 
evident in practices involving team work, support o f others, and use o f technology. 
Therefore, it is hypothesized that Millennial and Generation X students will evaluate 
academic activities as cheating less strongly Baby Boomer students, on each scale of 
cheating.
2. The generational differences in students’ evaluation o f academic activities as 
cheating will decrease with greater college experience. Specifically, it is 
hypothesized that Millennials and Generation X students with higher levels of 
college experience, compared to those with lower levels o f college experience,
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will differ less from Baby Boomers in their evaluation o f all types of academic 
activities as cheating.
The conclusions o f Rest (1994) and Whitley (1998) have suggested that higher levels 
of college experience, leading to higher levels o f moral development, may reduce 
variation among generations in their evaluations o f academic activities as cheating. 
Therefore, it is hypothesized that Millennial and Generation X students with higher 
levels of college experience, compared to those with lower levels o f college 
experience, will differ less from Baby Boomers in their evaluation o f academic 
activities as cheating on each scale.
3. Gender differences in students’ evaluation o f academic activities will vary by 
generation.
Crown and Spiller’s meta-analysis (1998) suggested that differences by gender in 
students’ evaluation o f academic activities as cheating may be found among Boomers, 
with men rating more types o f academic activities as not cheating or less severe 
cheating than women, but that such differences may diminish among Generation Xers 
and Millennials. Therefore, it is hypothesized that Millennial and Generation X 
students will not vary by gender in their evaluation of academic activities as cheating 
on any scale, but that Baby Boomer generation male students will evaluate academic 
activities less strongly as cheating than Baby Boomer female students on all scales.
4. Students’ evaluation o f academic activities as cheating will vary with program 
of study. Specifically, within each generation o f students, those enrolled in 
Business/Administrative Support/Information Systems Technology and
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Science/Health Professions will evaluate academic activities less strongly as 
cheating than those enrolled in Liberal Arts/General Studies/Creative Arts. 
Various studies have found differences among students in their definition o f cheating 
based on academic program of study (McCabe & Trevino, 1995; Roberts et. al., 1997). 
These works have suggested that students in business and science may evaluate fewer 
academic activities as cheating, or as less severe forms o f cheating, than students in 
other programs o f study. Therefore, it is hypothesized that, in each generation of 
students, those enrolled in Business/Administrative Support/Information Systems 
Technology and Science/Health Professions will evaluate academic activities less 
strongly as cheating than those enrolled in Liberal Arts/General Studies/Creative Arts.
5. The generational differences in students’ evaluation o f academic activities as 
cheating will not vary with the extent to which their personal morality is 
grounded in a religious belief system.
The relatively few studies that have examined religion as a correlate of cheating 
(Crown & Spiller, 1998; Graham, Monday, O’Brien, Steffen, 1994; Whitely, 1998) 
provide conflicting suggestions about how the grounding of students’ personal 
morality in a religious belief system may influence their evaluation o f academic 
activities as cheating. Therefore, the hypothesis posited is non-directional.
Contributions o f  this study. This study will develop an organizational 
framework and instrument for the study o f cheating that purposefully represents the 
wide array o f cheating activities now available to students, including Internet and new 
technologic capabilities. This instrument will provide for scale scoring of important 
clusters o f cheating activities.
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This study will also describe differences in the activities that are defined as 
cheating by students o f different generations. By linking the often-examined student 
characteristics o f age with the broader context o f generational membership, and 
factoring in students’ exposure to prior college coursework which has been related to 
level o f moral development, this study will provide insights into shared attitudes and 
values among generational cohorts of students.
Finally, by using the setting o f the community college, this study will 
contribute to closing the significant gap between the percentage o f undergraduate 
college students who attend community colleges and the amount o f higher education 
research conducted at the community college level, what Pascarella and Terenzini 
have described as an “empirical black hole” (1998, Importance, Tf 2). The insights 
derived from this study will serve to assist community college faculty, staff and 
administrators in the design o f policies and strategies to more effectively promote 
academic integrity on their campuses, and facilitate the achievement o f their goals of 
values development and the preparation of students for effective, productive 
participation in society.




This chapter will describe the methodology used in this study. The design, 
population and sample, procedure, instrumentation, data analysis, protection of human 
subjects, and limitations will be described.
Research Questions
Based on the review o f the literature, the following research questions were
posed:
1. Do community college students differ by generation (Boomer, Generation X, 
and Millennial) in their evaluation o f academic activities as cheating?
2. Does the generational difference among community college students in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating vary with college experience?
3. Do the gender differences among community college students in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating vary with generation?
4. Do community college students differ by program of study in their evaluation 
o f academic activities as cheating?
5. Does the generational difference among community college students in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating vary with the extent to which 
their personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system?
Research Design
The research design originally planned to answer the first four questions was a 
non-experimental comparative design with a 3 x 4 x 2 x 4  factorial analysis. The
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
79
independent variables were the generational classification o f students at three levels 
(Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial), college experience at four levels, gender at 
two levels, program o f study at four levels, and degree to which personal morality is 
grounded in a religious belief system at four levels. This was later amended to a 3 x 2 
x 2 x 4 factorial analysis when the college experience variable was collapsed to two 
levels, and the category Other in the program of study variable was dropped from 
analysis. The final research question was addressed using a 3 x 4 factorial analysis, 
with the generational classification o f students at three levels and extent to which their 
personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system at 4 levels. A researcher- 
developed instrument called the Definitions o f Cheating Scale (DoCS) assessed 
students’ classification of specific activities as cheating in several different areas of 
academic activities; students’ mean scores on each scale were the dependent variables. 
Table 1 presents the independent and dependent variables used in this study.
Table 1
Study Variables
Independent Variables Dependent Variables
Generational Classification DoCS Scale Score #1
College Experience DoCS Scale Score #2
Gender DoCS Scale Score #3
Program of Study DoCS Scale Score #4
Extent to Which Personal Morality is 
Grounded in a Religious Belief System
DoCS Scale Score #5
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Population and Sample
The population for this study was U.S. community college students. The 
sample consisted o f Virginia community college students enrolled at a mid-sized, 
suburban/rural institution during the 2005-2006 academic year. Although community 
colleges nationwide enroll 47% to 57% of all black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, 
and Native American U.S. undergraduate students (AACC, 2007), the sample 
community college served a community o f minimal ethnic diversity, and its ethnic 
demographics reflected its community (VCCS, 2006b). Given this lack o f ethnic 
diversity, and the fact that attitudes towards cheating have not been shown to differ 
based on students’ ethnicity (Sutton & Hubs, 1995), the ethnic demographics of the 
sample were not evaluated. Using the birth-year designations and names for 
generations as defined by Howe and Strauss (2000) (Boomers, bom 1943-1960; 
Generation X, born 1961-1981, and Millennials, bom 1982-2000), the Virginia 
Community College System enrollments of fall 2005 are shown in Table 2 below.
Table 2





Note. Calculated excluding data reported of students under age 17, predominantly 
enrolled in high school based dual-enrollment classes
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In order to capture a wide diversity o f students by age, gender, and previous 
college experience, a purposeful cluster sampling technique was used (shown in 
Appendix B). Classes, as selected by students, were the unit o f sampling. Because 
Boomers represented the smallest segment of the community college student body, at 
about 11% (VCCS, 2006a), the sampling strategy was designed to maximize the 
likelihood o f including at least 100 Boomers in the sample. At an average class size of 
20, 50 classes were predicted to be needed to generate 100 Boomer participants as 
desired for data analysis; 10 additional classes were included to allow for 
nonparticipation and other factors which may have reduced the sample size. Classes 
were selected for inclusion in the sample purposefully to include morning, afternoon, 
and evening classes each day o f the week (except Sunday when no credit classes were 
offered), and at the developmental, freshman (100-series) and sophomore (200-series) 
levels. Again, this sampling strategy was employed to maximize the likelihood of 
reflecting the generational diversity of the overall enrollments with sufficient numbers 
to achieve the desired power in statistical analysis.
At the community college where data was collected, a unique section number 
was computer-generated for each separate class scheduled for a semester. Class 
sections offered during the semester of data collection were classified as to their status 
(developmental, freshman, or sophomore) and schedule (day o f the week and morning, 
afternoon, or evening). A table of random numbers was then used to select the 
individual classes required to satisfy the sampling matrix .
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Instrumentation
A questionnaire called the Definitions o f Cheating Survey, or DoCS (Appendix 
C) was developed to measure participants’ classification of specific activities as 
cheating, generational membership, number o f college courses previously completed, 
gender, and the extent to which persona morality is grounded in a religious belief 
system. Items to determine respondents’ status on independent variables appeared at 
the beginning and end of the questionnaire. Generational membership was measured 
by respondents’ selection o f their current age group at the beginning o f the survey. 
Respondents were also asked at the beginning of the survey to designate their gender 
and indicate their academic program of study from one o f four groupings. The 
number o f previously completed college courses was assessed at the end o f the survey, 
again with four ranges from which students were asked to select. For a typical 
community college associate’s degree, 60 to 65 credits are generally required. 
Therefore, college experience were grouped into ranges of 0-15 credits, 16-30 credits, 
31-45 credits, and 46 or more credits. Finally, participants were asked to rate the 
extent to which their personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system, using 
a four point Likert-type scale.
The majority o f the academic activities selected for inclusion in the pilot 
DoCS were drawn from the literature on cheating, as were the organizing scales, as 
shown in the blueprint in Table 3. The activities not drawn directly from previous 
studies on cheating were either interpolated from the team affiliation behaviors of the 
Millennial generation documented by Howe and Strauss (2003), or had only recently 
been reported by the press (Paul, 2004). A Likert-type scale was developed with
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which students were asked to judge the extent to which they agreed that each 
academic activity represented cheating.
Table 3
Blueprint fo r  Construction o f  the Definitions o f  Cheating Scale





1 nternet/T echnology 6
Protection o f  Human Subjects
The study proposal was reviewed and approved by the Old Dominion 
University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects. No information 
identifying individual subjects was collected during the actual study; identifying 
information required to match first and second survey completions during the pilot test 
were destroyed by participants when they submited their completed two-survey 
envelopes. Students were free to participate or not with no penalty, and without the 
knowledge o f the instructor responsible for the course in which they were enrolled. 
Pilot Testing and Psychometric Properties
Pilot testing o f the DoCS allowed not only for estimation o f test-retest 
reliability, but also for the enhancement of validity. In addition to the DoCS, pilot
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study participants were asked to complete the Survey Instrument Feedback 
questionnaire (Appendix D), which solicited ratings on the ease o f understanding the 
purpose, directions, and individual survey items, requested suggestions on how any 
confusing items might be clarified, and determined the time-burden for completion of 
the survey. The results of the Survey Instrument Feedback questionnaire were 
reviewed to determine any significant concerns with the questionnaire, with individual 
items, or in the data collection procedure. Analysis o f students’ participation rate in 
the pilot study was conducted to determine if significant numbers were opting out and 
thus creating an additional limitation to the generalizability of the study. Finally, data 
analysis was performed using the pilot test results to ensure that the research questions 
could be adequately answered.
The pilot test was conducted by requesting permission o f faculty teaching five 
different classes, two morning/freshman, one afternoon/developmental level, and two 
evening/sophomore level; at an average class size o f 20, this procedure was expected 
to secure a total sample of about 100 for the pilot test. Students in these classes were 
asked to complete both the DoCS instrument and the Survey Instrument Feedback 
questionnaire (Appendix D) twice, with seven days elapsing between measures.
At each pilot test data collection session, a proctor arrived at the previously 
agreed-upon time, and the instructor was asked to leave the room. The proctor read a 
standardized set o f instructions including the fact that she/he would not be allowed to 
interpret anything on the survey (Appendix E). Survey packets including a letter to 
participants (Appendix F), DoCS surveys, Survey Instrument Feedback forms were 
distributed.
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Students were free to decline participation, and their completion o f the survey 
was construed as consent to participate. Students were asked to seal their completed 
first survey in an envelope and place that envelope into a larger envelope with their 
initials on it; this identifying information was requested of participants only to match 
the first survey with the repeat survey. During the second data collection period, 
students retrieved their initialed envelopes, removed the first survey and placed both 
surveys into one blank envelope. Pilot test participants then destroyed their 
identifying information upon submission o f their envelope containing two surveys.
Factor analysis was conducted on the pilot test data, and items which did not 
load to single scales were removed. Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s r) were 
calculated between scores on the first and second administration o f the DoCS to 
estimate test-retest reliability for those items which were ultimately retained in the 
final DoCS instrument. Coefficient alpha was then determined for each of the scale 
scores derived for the DoCS. This analysis estimated internal consistency, indicating 
the degree o f homogeneity among the items, which is one of the most commonly 
utilized measures o f reliability (McMillan, 2004).
Validity o f the DoCS was enhanced through the construction o f the instrument 
based on the literature. The representation in the literature o f the various academic 
behaviors included in the DoCS is summarized in Appendix A. Validity was further 
enhanced through review of the DoCS by college faculty and administrators 
experienced in instruction and student affairs. Factor analysis o f the pilot test data 
provided additional evidence for the validity o f the a priori scales utilizing an 
appropriate rotation (Costello & Osborne, 2005). In previous studies, not all items
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representing specific behaviors potentially construed as cheating have proven to 
contribute significantly to factorial validity (Angell, 2006; Bernardi et al., 2004). 
Data Collection Procedure
Faculty teaching classes selected according to the sampling matrix (Appendix 
B) were asked for permission to distribute survey materials to their students during a 
class meeting. A proctor arrived to the class at the previously agreed-upon time, and 
the instructor was asked to leave the room. The proctor read a standardized set of 
instructions including the fact that she/he would not be allowed to interpret anything 
on the survey (Appendix H). Survey packets including a letter to participants 
(Appendix I), DoCS surveys and pencils were distributed. Students were free to 
decline participation, and their completion o f the survey was construed as consent to 
participate. No identifying information was requested o f participants.
Following data collection, in return for their cooperation, participating faculty 
were offered an electronic file of a presentation about academic integrity which they 
may choose to use during a subsequent class session, and a copy o f the study’s 
findings upon completion o f the study.
Data Analysis
The number o f surveys completed was compared to the number distributed to 
determine the participation rate in each class. Participation rates by class were 
examined for any trends o f significance that may pose additional limitations to the 
interpretation o f study findings.
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the independent and 
dependent variables, and reported for each o f the DoCS items as well as summary
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scale scores. Respondents’ ratings on each activity were converted to a numerical 
value (“Strongly Disagree” = 1; “Disagree” = 2; “Agree” = 3; and “Strongly Agree”
= 4), and the values for each o f the six activities comprising each scale were averaged. 
Thus, scores on each scale ranged from 1.0 to 4.0. These results were examined using 
factor analysis to determine the variance within each scale. In the absence of 
sufficient variance within each scale, the ability to determine a relationship between 
any o f the independent variables and the dependent variable scale scores would have 
been weakened. Data were examined for any interactions between or among 
variables.
Data were then subjected to two separate factorial MANOVAs. The first 
MANOVA included the factors of generation, college experience, gender, and 
program of study. The second MANOYA included the factors o f generation and 
extent to which personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system. For each of 
the MANOVAs, the dependent variables were the DoCS scale scores. This statistical 
model tested both the main effect of generation and possible interactions. Univariate 
follow-up and post hoc contrasts were employed to isolate significant effects 
associated with specific dependent variables and levels o f the independent variables 
when the omnibus multivariate test reached statistical significance. As noted above in 
reference to validity, factor analysis was used to provide a priori evidence of the 
validity o f the scales (Costello & Osborne, 2005).
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Results
This section will begin with a description o f the pilot study, factor analysis of 
the Definitions of Cheating Scale (DoCS) instrument, and revisions made to the DoCS 
based on the factor analysis. Then, demographics will be presented for the study 
sample, followed by descriptions of individual item responses and the factor analysis 
of the revised DoCS. Finally, the results of statistical testing o f the research questions 
will be presented.
Pilot Study
In order to allow for estimation of test-retest reliability, as well as for the 
enhancement o f content validity, a pilot study was conducted. Pilot study participants 
were asked to complete the DoCS (Appendix C) on two occasions, one week apart, 
and to complete the Survey Instrument Feedback questionnaire (Appendix D). The 
Survey Instrument Feedback questionnaire solicited ratings on the ease of 
understanding the purpose, directions, and individual survey items, requested 
suggestions on how any confusing items might be clarified, and determined the time- 
burden for completion of the survey.
Pilot study sample demographics. The pilot study was conducted in five class 
sections, randomly selected among morning, afternoon, and evening offerings of 
developmental (remedial), freshman, and sophomore level courses. A total o f 78 test- 
retest survey pairs were obtained. The pilot study sample was nearly 70% Millennials, 
25% Generation-Xers, and 6% Baby Boomers. There were 67% females and 33%
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
89
males. The predominant level of college experience was 16-30 credits completed, at 
36.7%, followed by 0-15 credits at 29.1%, 46+ credits at 19.0%, and finally 39-45 
credits at 15.2%.
Liberal Arts/General Studies/Creative Arts majors dominated among the 
Millennials, shown in Table 4. However, Business/Administrative Support/ 
Information Systems Technology and Science/Health Professions majors dominated 
among Generation-Xers and Baby Boomers.
Table 4
Pilot Study Distribution by Generation and Program o f  Study
Millennial Gen X Baby Boomer Total
n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent
Liberal Arts, General 





15 19.2 9 11.5 2 2.6 26 33.3
Science, Health 
Professions 10 12.8 7 9.0 2 2.6 19 24.4
Other 3 3.8 2 2.6 1 1.3 6 7.7
Total 54 69.2 19 24.4 5 6.4 78 100
Pilot study analysis. Responses to the Survey Instrument Feedback 
questionnaire revealed no significant respondent issues with the DoCS. No student 
who was asked to participate in the pilot study declined.
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Factor analysis was conducted on the DoCS using direct oblim rotation, which 
assumes that correlation exists among the scales. To achieve the most simple 
structure, items that loaded on more than one scale were successively eliminated. 
Through this process, it became evident that the Technology scale did not hang 
together; rather, items about the use o f technology in different types o f cheating, such 
as during exams, loaded with other items about exam cheating. Additionally, the 
items in the Assisting Others scale loaded on three different factors, and were 
therefore eliminated.
What emerged from the factor analysis were four scales, which were labeled 
Exam/Paper Cheating, Fabrication, Shortcuts, and Excuses. Fourteen o f the original 
30 DoCS items were retained in these four scales, and eleven new items were created, 
resulting in a revised DoCS instrument with a total o f 25 items divided into the four 
scales. The revised DoCS is shown in Appendix H.
Because the instrument was revised, the test-retest reliability coefficients were 
not obtained by scale. Rather, the stability coefficients will be reported for only the 
retained items. The reliability o f the instrument will be described after reporting the 
results o f the second factor analysis.
Sample Demographics
Sampling o f 60 class sections for the actual study yielded a total useable 
sample o f 650, as opposed to the 1000 that was projected. This occurred because the 
mean class size was 10.9 as opposed to the expected 20. Participants ranged in birth- 
year from 1933 to 1990.
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Generation. Millennial generation students comprised 71.6% of the sample, 
with the three most common birth-years being 1988 (n=124, 20% of sample), 1987 
(n=l 14, 18% of sample), and 1986 (n=90, 14% of sample). As shown in Table 5, 
students of Generation X comprised 23.6% of the sample, and Baby Boomers 4.6%.
Table 5
Sample Distribution by Generation
Millennial Generation X Baby Boomer Total
n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent
Total 465 71.6 154 23.6 30 4.6 649 100
Note: 1 case missing data
College experience. As shown in Table 6, the greatest percentage of students 
in each generation reported having completed 15 or fewer college credits: 38.9% of 
Millennials, 31.1% of Gen Xers, and 32.1% of Baby Boomers. A trend was evident of 
decreasing numbers o f students having completed each subsequent level of college 
experience. More than half of each generation reported having completed 30 or fewer 
college credits: 70% of Millennials, 59.6% of Gen Xers, and 53.6% of Baby Boomers.
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Table 6
College Experience Distribution by Generation
Millennial Generation X Baby Boomer Total
n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent
0 - 1 5  credits 174 27.8 47 7.5 9 1.4 230 36.7
1 6 -3 0  credits 139 22.2 43 6.9 8 1.3 190 30.3
3 1 -4 5  credits 60 9.6 20 3.2 5 0.8 85 13.6
46 + credits 74 11.8 41 6.4 8 1.3 122 19.5
Total 447 71.3 150 23.9 30 4.8 627 100
Note: 23 cases missing data
Gender. Overall, as also shown in Table 7, 64% of respondents were female, 
and 36% were male. However, the percentage o f women within each generational 
group rose with age, from 60% females among Millennials, to 71% females in 
Generation X, to 76% females among Baby Boomers.
Table 7
Gender Distribution by Generation
Millennial Generation X Baby Boomer Total
n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent
Female 280 43.1 110 16.9 23 3.5 413 64
Male 185 28.5 44 6.7 7 1.1 236 36
Total 465 71.6 154 23.6 30 4.6 649 100
Note: 1 case missing data
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Program o f  study. For clarity o f discussion, from this point forward, the 
categories o f programs o f study will be referred to with abbreviated labels: Liberal 
Arts will be used to refer to the cluster of Liberal Arts, General Studies, and Creative 
Arts; Business will be used to refer to the cluster of Business, Administrative Support 
Technology, and Information Systems Technology, and Sci/Health will be used to 
refer to the cluster o f Science and Health Professions. As shown in Table 8, among 
Millennials, Liberal Arts majors predominated for both men and women, followed by 
Sci/Health, Business, and Other for women; for men, Business ranked second, 
followed by Sci/Health and Other. Among Generation X women, Sci/Health strongly 
predominated, followed by Business, then Liberal Arts, and then Other; for Generation 
X men, distribution among the four program areas o f study was nearly uniform. 
Among Baby Boomer students, women’s programs o f study were almost uniformly 
distributed among Liberal Arts, Sci/Health, and Business, while Other programs 
dominated for men. Programs o f study indicated by those who responded “Other” 
were most frequently listed as Education (n=17), Electrical Technology (n=8), and 
Heating/Ventilation/Air Conditioning (n=5); because o f this wide variety and the 
relatively low number in the category, the category of Other program of study was 
dropped from subsequent analyses (treated as missing data on this variable).
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Table 8
Program o f  Study Distribution by Generation
Millennial Generation X Baby Boomer Total
n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent
Liberal Arts 204 31.4 28 4.3 6 0.9 238 36.7
Business 87 13.4 34 5.2 8 1.2 129 19.9
Sci/Health 140 21.6 72 11.1 10 1.5 222 34.2
Other 34 5.2 20 3.1 6 0.9 60 9.2
Total 465 71.6 154 23.7 30 4.6 649 100
Note: 1 case missing data
Personal morality as grounded in a religious belief system. Most students at 
each generational level, as depicted in Table 9, either agreed or strongly agreed that 
their personal morality was grounded in a religious belief system. Specifically, 62.6% 
of Millennials, 70.3% of Gen Xers, and 80% of Baby Boomers either agreed or 
strongly agreed with this statement.
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Table 9
Personal Morality Grounded in a Religious Belief System Response Distribution by 
Generation
Millennial Generation X Baby Boomer Total
n Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent
Strongly Disagree 71 11.5 26 4.2 2 0.3 99 16.0
Disagree 94 15.2 18 2.9 4 0.6 116 18.7
Agree 178 28.8 67 10.8 11 1.8 256 41.3
Strongly Agree 98 15.8 37 6.0 13 2.1 148 23.9
Total 441 71.2 148 23.9 30 4.8 619 100
Note; 31 cases missing data
Factor Analysis
Factor analysis was conducted on the Definitions of Cheating Scale (DoCS) in 
the same manner as during the pilot study, using direct oblim rotation, which assumes 
that correlation exists among the scales. Because prior analysis o f the pilot study data 
suggested four scales, the analysis was constrained to four scales. The pattern matrix 
supported the a priori four factors. Each of the items had a factor loading o f .30 or 
higher on the expected factors; however, four items had strong loadings on more than 
one scale, and therefore were eliminated. Thus, this process resulted in the retention 
of 21 items, ranging from 4 to 7 per factor. Three o f the four factors each had 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (Exams/Papers, Shortcuts, and Excuses), while the fourth 
factor had an eigenvalue o f .966 (Fabrication). Together, the four factors together
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explained 70.72% of the overall variance. Details o f the pattern matrix analysis and 
reliability estimates are shown in Appendix K.
Having determined which of the items from the DoCS pilot study would be 
retained for the final exploration of the research questions, those 12 items were then 
analyzed for their test-retest correlation during the pilot study. As shown in Table 10, 
Pearson’s r calculations ranged from .357 to .920, with a mean o f .668, all significant 
at p  < .01.
Table 10
Test-Retest Coefficients fo r  DoCS Items Retained from  Pilot Study














Cronbach’s alpha (a), another measure o f reliability, was calculated for each of 
the DoCS scales using all items retained for each scale following the factorial analysis. 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were .899 for the Exams/Papers scale, .827 for the 
Fabrication scale, .846 on the Shortcuts scale, and .935 on the Excuses scale.
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Descriptive Statistics fo r  DoCS Responses
Individual item descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation, and percentage 
response by category) were computed for each item by scale and are displayed in 
Appendix L. Out o f 650 useable surveys, the number o f individual item responses 
ranged from 626 to 650, with a higher rate of missing data for the Shortcuts and 
Excuses scales. Comparisons o f the mean scale scores are shown in Table 11 
Exams/Papers (EP) scored the highest, indicating that these items were rated most 
strongly as cheating by students overall, and had the smallest standard deviation (M=  
3.76, SD = .406, a  = .899). Fabrication (F) ranked next highest in being rated as 
cheating (M = 3.11, SD = .679, a  = .827), followed by Excuses (E) (M =  2.97, SD = 
.747, a  = .935). Shortcuts(S) were rated the least strongly as cheating.(47= 2.42, SD = 
.717, a  = .846).
Table 11
DoCS Scales Descriptive Statistics, All Scales
Scale n M* SD a
Exams/Papers (EP) 650 3.76 .406 .899
Fabrication (F) 650 3.11 .679 .827
Shortcuts (S) 632 2.42 .717 .846
Excuses (E) 631 2.97 .747 .935
* Based on four-point scale
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The factor analytic results supported the retention of all seven items on the 
Exams/Papers (EP) scale; descriptive statistics for the EP scale are shown in Table 12. 
On this scale, item EP5 was rated the most strongly as cheating (M= 3.86, SD=3.98); 
this item read “Accessing an instructor’s or college computer system to alter grades.” 
Item EP4 was rated the least strongly as cheating (M= 3.68, SD=.550), although this 
rating still demonstrates a high level of agreement that the activity represents cheating: 
“Storing answers to a test in a calculator or Personal Digital Assistant (PDA).”
Table 12
DoCS Exams/Papers Scale Descriptive Statistics
Item N Mean Std.Deviation
EP1. Changing answers on a graded 
exam /test/quiz and reporting a 
grading error 644 3.71 .647
EP2. Copying from another student 
during an exam/test/quiz 650 3.82 .442
EP3. Text-messaging during an exam 
to get answers 650 3.80 .469
EP4. Storing answers to a test in a 
calculator or Personal Digital 
Assistant (PDA) 650 3.68 .550
EP5. Accessing an instructor’s or 
college computer system to alter 
grades 650 3.86 .398
EP6. Copying a paper written by 
another student 649 3.72 .537
EP7. Sending/ storing cell phone 
photos of exam/test/quiz pages for 
others’ use
648 3.74 .527
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The overall mean scale score on the Exams/Papers scale was 3.76 (n=650), 
with a standard deviation o f .406 and Cronbach’s alpha of .899. The Exams/Papers 
scale had the highest overall mean of all o f the scales, and the smallest standard 
deviation.
In the Fabrication (F) scale, two items not supported by the factor analytic 
results were deleted; descriptive statistics for the remaining four items are shown in 
Table 13. On this scale, the item most strongly rated as cheating was F5 (M= 3.25, 
SD=.793): “Adding fake or unused references to a paper to expand the bibliography.” 
The item rated least strongly as cheating was F2 (M= 3.03, SD=.872): “Having 
someone else make a required poster because his work is neater.”
Table 13
DoCS Fabrication Scale Descriptive Statistics
Item N Mean Std.Deviation
F2. Having som eone else make a 
required poster because his work is 
neater 647 3.03 .872
F4. Changing or creating data for 
homework/lab reports/ 
assignments 641 3.05 .845
F5. Adding fake or unused 
references to a paper to expand the 
bibliography 647 3.25 .793
F6. Recording activities not actually 
completed for class assignments.
643 3.12 .843
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The Fabrication scale had an overall mean scale score o f 3.11 (n=650), with a 
standard deviation o f .679 and a Cronbach’s alpha o f .827. The Fabrication scale was 
the second highest overall mean scale score, lower than Exams/Papers but higher than 
Shortcuts and Excuses, and the second lowest standard deviation.
In the Shortcuts (S) scale, two items were deleted because they were not 
supported by the results o f the factor analysis; descriptive statistics for the remaining 
four items are shown in Table 14. The means for all items in this scale fell in the 
range o f disagreement that these activities represented cheating (M < 3.0). Item S3 
was rated most strongly as cheating (M-2.46, SD=.803): “Watching a movie o f a 
famous book instead o f reading it as assigned.” Item SI rated the least strongly as 
cheating (M-2.40, SD=.922): “Submitting a paper you originally completed for a 
previous class (‘recycling’).”
Table 14
DoCS Shortcuts Scale Descriptive Statistics
Item N Mean Std.Deviation
S1. Submitting a paper you originally 
completed for a previous class 
(“recycling”) 631 2.40 .922
S3. Watching a movie of a famous 
book instead of reading it as assigned 626 2.46 .803
S4. Submitting an assignment you 
originally completed for a previous 
class (“recycling”) 626 2.42 .906
S5. Reading published summaries or 
study guides instead of an assigned 
book 629 2.41 .825
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The overall mean on the Shortcuts scale was 2.42 (n=631), with a standard 
deviation o f .717 and a Cronbach’s alpha o f .846. This was the lowest overall mean of 
all o f the DoCS scales, and the second largest standard deviation.
All six of the items were retained in the Excuses (E) scale following factor 
analysis, and descriptive statistics for these items are shown in Table 15. The majority 
of items (five out o f six) on the Excuses scale were not classified as cheating, with 
mean scores falling below the midpoint o f the Likert-type scale (M < 3.0). Item E6 
was rated most strongly as cheating (M= 3.05, SD=.S93), and was the only item where 
the mean fell into the range o f classifying the activity as cheating: “Skipping class 
when your group presentation is scheduled.” Item E3 was rated least strongly as 
cheating (M= 2.87, SD=.S66): “Making a false excuse not to meet with your group to 
work on an assigned project.”
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Table 15
DoCS Excuses Scale Descriptive Statistics
Item N Mean Std.Deviation
E1. Exaggerating personal problems 
to take an Incomplete in a course 628 2.98 .868
E2. Delaying turning in a paper with a 
falsified excuse 628 2.97 .851
E3. Making a false excuse not to 
meet with your group to work on an 
assigned project 630 2.87 .866
E4. Delaying taking an exam/test/quiz 
with a falsified excuse 627 2.98 .848
E5. Delaying turning in homework/lab 
reports/assignments with a falsified 
excuse 629 2.94 .834
E6. Skipping class when your group 
presentation is scheduled
629 3.05 .893
The overall mean on the Excuses scale was 2.97 (n=632), with a standard 
deviation of 7.47 and Cronbach’s alpha o f .935. The Excuses scale thus had the 
second lowest mean o f any o f the DoCS scales, and the highest standard deviation. 
Results by Research Question
To address the research questions, two multivariate analyses o f variance 
(MANOVA) were conducted. Rather than analyzing each independent variable 
separately, the demographic variables were introduced into a single model to check for 
any significant interactions. The first statistical model included generation and the 
three demographic or background variables (college experience, gender, and program 
of study) as independent variables, and the four DoCS scale scores as dependent 
variables. This model encompassed the omnibus results pertaining to research
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questions one through four. The second statistical model addressed the fifth and final 
research question. The independent variables were generation and personal morality, 
and the dependent variables were the four DoCS scale scores.
In light o f the small number (30) of Baby Boomers in the final study sample, 
Wilks’ Lambda was used to determine the significance o f results, in order to be 
conservative. Table 16 shows the Wilks’ Lambda and p  value for each research 
question. The only omnibus test that reached statistical significance was obtained for 
the generational variable pertained to the first research question. The main effect for 
program of study (research question number four) was not statistically significant. 
The interactions o f generation with college experience, gender, and extent to which 
their personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system were also not 
statistically significant.
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Table 16
Wilks ’ Lambda Values and Significance Levels by Research Question
Research Question Wilks’ Lambda P
1. Do community college students differ by generation in 
their evaluation of academic activities as cheating? 2.674 .007*
2. Does the generational difference among community 
college students in their evaluation of academic activities 
as cheating vary with college experience? .611 .769
3. Does the gender difference among community college 
students in their evaluation of academic activities as 
cheating vary with generation? 1.143 .331
4. Do community college students differ by program of 
study in their evaluation of academic activities as 
cheating? 1.169 .286
5. Does the generational difference among community 
college students in their evaluation of academic activities 
as cheating vary with the extent to which their personal 
morality is grounded in a religious belief system?
.637 .911
* p  <  .05
Do community college students differ by generation (Boomer, Generation X, 
and Millennial) in their evaluation o f  academic activities as cheating? With a Wilks’ 
Lambda value of 2.674 (p=.007), the MANOVA revealed a significant main effect for 
generation. The follow-up univariate tests, displayed in Table 17, revealed that there 
was no difference among community college students in their evaluation o f academic 
activities as cheating on the Exams/Papers scale, F  (2, 561) = 2.709, p  = .011. 
Significant differences were found, however, on each o f the remaining scales: 
Fabrication, F  (2, 561) = 8.610,p  = .033; Shortcuts, F  (2, 561) = 5.749, p  = .022, and 
Excuses, F  (2, 561) = 7.096, p  = .027.
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Table 17
Descriptive Statistics and MAN OVA Results fo r  Cheating by Generation
























































* Based on four-point scale 
* * p < .  05
Scheffe’s post-hoc analyses were conducted to isolate significant differences 
(p < .05) among generations. The means and standard deviations by generational 
groups are also displayed in Table 17. On the Fabrication scale, differences were 
observed between Millennials (M=3.011) and Gen Xers (M=3.353), and between 
Millennials (M= 3.011) and Baby Boomers (M=3.434); the difference on Fabrication 
between Gen Xers (M=3.353) and Baby Boomers (M=3.434) was not significant. On 
Shortcuts, differences were significant between Millennials (M=2.333) and Gen Xers 
(M= 2.595), but not between Millennials (M=2.333) and Baby Boomers (M=2.688) or 
between Gen Xers (M= 2.595), and Baby Boomers (M=2.688). On Excuses, 
differences were significant between Millennials (M= 2.866) and Gen Xers 
(M=3.174), but not between Millennials (M= 2.866) and Baby Boomers (M=3.193),
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or between Gen Xers (M=3.174), and Baby Boomers (M=3.193).
Does the difference by generation in community college students ’ evaluation o f  
academic activities as cheating vary with college experience? More than half of each 
generation reported having completed 30 or fewer college credits, 70% of Millennials, 
59.6% of Gen Xers, and 53.6% of Baby Boomers. Because this resulted in relatively 
small cell sizes across four levels of college experience, it was decided to collapse the 
categories into two levels o f college experience, 0-30 credits and 31 and more credits; 
this recoded variable was the independent variable in the first MANOVA. With a 
Wilks’ Lambda value o f .611 (p=.769), the MANOVA revealed that the interaction 
between generation and college experience was not significant. There were no 
significant differences on any scale: Exams/Papers, F  (2, 561) = .243, p  = .784; 
Fabrication, F  (2, 561) = .921, p  = .397; Shortcuts, F  (2, 561) = .267, p  = .766; and 
Excuses, F  (2, 561) = .428, p  = .652.
Does the difference by gender in community college students ’ evaluation o f  
academic activities as cheating vary by generation? Again, on the interaction 
between generation and gender in the first MANOVA, Wilks’ Lambda was not 
significant, with a value 1.143 (p -  .331). There were no significant differences on 
any scale: Exams/Papers, F {2, 561) = .404, p  = .668; Fabrication, F  (2, 561) = .058, 
p  = .944; Shortcuts, F  {2, 561) = .616, p  = .541; and Excuses, F ( 2, 561) = 1.706, p  = 
.183.
Do community college students differ by program o f  study in their evaluation 
o f  academic activities as cheating? As described above, because o f the wide variety 
of programs represented and relatively low total number (60) in the program of study
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category “Other,” this category was dropped from subsequent analyses (treated as 
missing data). Therefore, the first MANOVA was conducted with only three 
categories o f program of study: Liberal Arts, Business, and Sci/Health.
The Wilks’ Lambda value of 1.169 for the effect o f program of study was not 
significant (p=.286). There were no significant differences on any scale: 
Exams/Papers, F ( 2, 561) = .206, p =  .935; Fabrication, F ( 2, 561) = 1.137, p =  .338; 
Shortcuts, F  (2, 561) = .655, p  = .623; and Excuses, F  (2, 561) = 1.785, p  = .131.
Does the difference by generation in community college students ’ evaluation o f  
academic activities as cheating vary with the extent to which their personal morality is 
grounded in a religious belief system? This research question was addressed by the 
second statistical model, in which the independent variables were generation and 
extent to which personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system, and the 
dependent variables were the four DoCS scale scores. The Wilks’ Lambda value for 
this analysis was .975 {p -.911), and thus the relationship was not significant. There 
were no significant differences on any scale: Exams/Papers, F {6 ,619) = 1.078,/? = 
.347; Fabrication, F  (6, 619) = .274, p  = .668; Shortcuts, F  (6. 619) = .323, p  = .925; 
and Excuses, F  (6, 619) = .534, p  = .783.
Summary
Pilot study with the DoCS allowed for estimation of test-retest reliability, the 
enhancement o f content validity, and the modification o f the instrument based on 
factor analysis. The revised DoCS was completed by 650 respondents. Factor 
analysis was repeated, forcing the items into four scales based on the theoretical model 
of the instrument. Items that either did not strongly load on their respective factors
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(>  .30) or strongly loaded on more than one factor were deleted from the scales. The 
resulting scales were labeled Exams/Papers, Fabrication, Shortcuts, and Excuses.
The research questions were addressed with multivariate analyses o f variance 
(MANOVAs), conducted separately for generation with the demographic 
characteristics (college experience, gender, and program of study) and for generation 
with the extent to which respondents rated their personal morality as grounded in a 
religious belief system. The results o f these analyses are shown in Table 18. The 
main effect o f generation on respondents’ evaluation o f academic activities as cheating 
was not significant on Exams/Papers, but was significant on Fabrication, Shortcuts, 
and Excuses. Millennials rated Fabrication items less strongly as cheating than did 
Gen Xers and Baby Boomers; Gen Xers and Baby Boomers did not differ in their 
ratings on the Fabrication scale. On the Shortcuts and Excuses scales, Millennials 
rated items less strongly as cheating that Gen Xers, but did not different significantly 
from Baby Boomers in their ratings on these scales. Program o f study, and 
interactions between generation and demographic characteristics (college experience 
and gender) and with the impact o f the extent to which respondents rated their 
personal morality as grounded in a religious belief system, were not significant.
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Table 18
Summary o f  Research Question Findings
Question Findings*
1. Do community college students differ by 
generation in their evaluation of academic 
activities as cheating?
Exams/Papers No difference
Fabrication Millennials rate 
lower than Gen X 
and Boomers
No difference 
Gen X to 
Boomers
Shortcuts Millennials rate 




Excuses Millennials rate 
lower than Gen X
2. Does the difference among community 
college students in their evaluation of academic 






3. Do the gender differences among 
community college students in their evaluation 
of academic activities as cheating vary with 
generation?
No difference
4. Do community college students differ by 
program of study in their evaluation of 
academic activities as cheating? No difference
5. Does the difference among community 
college students in their evaluation of academic 
activities as cheating vary with the extent to 
which their personal morality is grounded in a 
religious belief system?
No difference
* lower ratings indicate less endorsement of activities as cheating




This section will first review the purpose and significance o f this study. Then, 
the results will be discussed in detail, focusing first on the effect o f generational 
membership, then on the effect o f demographic characteristics, and finally on the 
effect o f personal morality being grounded in a religious belief system. Limitations to 
the generalizability o f the findings will be described. Finally, directions for future 
research and implications for practice suggested by the study findings will be 
discussed.
Purpose and Significance
The purpose o f this study was to determine whether community college 
students varied by generation in their evaluation of academic activities as cheating, 
and to further determine whether such variation interacted with demographic variables 
and the extent to which personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system. 
Leaders in higher education have recognized for some time the complex interplay 
between academic dishonesty and student body diversity: “[a]cademic administrators, 
faculty, and students involved in trying to enhance the academic integrity climate need 
to acknowledge the diversity o f attitude and behaviors surrounding issues o f academic 
integrity as they plan for the future.” (Hendershot, Drinan, & Cross, 1999). With 
community colleges generally serving students o f even greater diversity than many 
four-year institutions, the challenge and importance o f understanding the diversity of 
community college students’ attitudes is all the more critical, but as in many areas of
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research in higher education, the community college setting has been an “empirical 
black hole” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998), with few reports in the literature.
Besides its relevance in the values development role o f community colleges, 
academic integrity is additionally important as community colleges advance their 
place in higher education and increasingly compete for both public and private funds. 
Calls for accountability (Acker, 2007), demands for demonstration o f graduate 
competency achievement, and fears for the future prestige o f academic credentials 
(Genova, 2007) accompany news reports of plagiarized theses (Wasley, 2006), 
electronically assisted cheating (Epstein, 2005), and alteration o f academic transcripts 
(La, 2005). Academic leaders have written about the special need for intervention 
against growing dishonesty in academic disciplines ranging from business (McCabe, 
2005) to nursing (Tanner, 2004), and student services personnel have noted that, “[a]s 
society places greater emphasis on achievement and success, college cheating has 
reached epidemic proportions.” (Angell, 2006,1 1)
Reports on the prevalence of academic cheating in college have been drawn 
primarily from students’ self reports. Whitley’s 1998 meta-analysis o f 107 studies 
dating back to 1970 determined an overall prevalence rate of 70.4% (individual reports 
ranging from 9% to 95%). Analyzed by type o f cheating, the lowest rate was on 
examinations (mean 43.1%, range 4% to 82%), and the highest rate was for plagiarism 
(mean 47.0%, range 3% to 98%) (Whitley). Although McCabe and Bowers (1994) 
reported similar rates o f cheating in studies conducted in 1963 and 1991, Whitley 
(1998) identified a curvilinear relationship over time in cheating on examinations; 
having dropped from 44.9% in 1969-1975, to 24.8% in 1976-1980 and 32.2% in 1981-
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1985, exam cheating rose again to 46.4% in 1986-1990 and 46.9% in 1991-1995.
This, according to Whitley, was consistent with professors’ then-current intuitions that 
cheating had been on the increase.
More recent reports support concern that academic cheating in college has not 
abated. At a highly selective four-year liberal arts college, 88% of students reported 
some type o f cheating activity while in college; 53% reported cheating on exams, 42% 
on papers, and 70% on homework or laboratory assignments (Rettinger et al., 2004). 
Rather similar finding were reported from a southwestern university, with 85% of 
students reporting at least one episode o f cheating while in college, 35% copying on a 
test and 74% copying homework (Vowell & Chen, 2004).
A number o f studies have examined the evaluation of various academic 
activities as cheating, often to compare such evaluations among students with those of 
faculty (Barnett & Dalton, 1981; Graham et al., 1994) or in conjunction with questions 
regarding students’ personal engagement or knowledge o f others’ engagement in the 
activities (Carpenter et al., 2002). A few qualitative studies have sought to understand 
how students determine what is, and is not, cheating (Ashworth, Bannister, & Thorne, 
1997; Del Carlo, 2004; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999; Saddlemire, 2005). 
Effect o f  Generational Membership
The works o f Howe and Strauss (2000, 2003; Strauss & Howe, 1991, 1997) 
have contributed to the examination o f differences in the attitudes and values among 
the different generations o f today’s students in a variety of settings, from the 
classroom (Gayeski, 2007; McCabe, & Pavela, 2004; Tucker, 2006), to library use 
(Carlson, 2005; Holliday & Li, 2004; Kasting, 2006), to workplace training (Alch,
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2000; Allerton, 2001). The effect of generational membership on students’ evaluation 
of academic activities as cheating has not, however, been previously explored.
The findings o f this study support the application of the works o f Howe and 
Straus (2000, 2003; Strauss & Howe, 1991,1997) to the understanding o f students’ 
attitudes towards cheating. The Millennials have been identified as conventional and 
rule-followers (2003), and in what may be considered the more traditional, clearly 
established boundaries for high-stakes academic assessment activities, examinations 
and papers, students in this study did not vary significantly by generation in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating. Faculty and academic administrators 
may find it reassuring that, on average, students continue to evaluate academic 
activities that cross the line o f integrity related to these traditional academic endeavors 
as cheating.
In other types o f academic activities, however, generational differences did 
appear. Millennial generation students were significantly less likely than Gen Xers or 
Baby Boomers to evaluate academic activities on the Fabrication scale as cheating.
On Shortcuts and Excuses, Millennials rated activities significantly less as cheating 
than Gen Xers. Although Millennials’ ratings on Shortcuts and Excuses were not 
significantly differently than Baby Boomers, the mean differences did fall in the 
predicted directions, and the lack of significance differences may have been impacted 
by the small number o f Baby Boomers in the study sample.
Additionally, on the Shortcuts scale, overall averages among each generational 
group fell below the level o f agreeing that the activities were cheating. The same 
occurred among Millennials only on the Excuses scale, with the scale average falling
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on the side o f disagreeing that the activities represented cheating; among Gen Xers 
and Baby Boomers, the scale average on Excuses fell on the side o f considering the 
activities as cheating, but just barely.
These findings may relate to the core traits o f Millennials labeled by Howe and 
Strauss (2003) as team-oriented, pressured, and achieving. Growing up with 
collaborative learning and team sports, Millennials, as a whole, are far more tightly 
connected with their friends and committed to the success of their groups than the 
more individualistic Gen Xers and Baby Boomers. They are also experiencing 
academic pressure unlike that experienced at the same age by their elders, fueled in 
part by their own push for continued high achievement. Taken together, these traits 
may logically extend to behaviors such as creating data for a homework assignment 
(Fabrication), watching a movie o f a famous book instead of reading it as assigned 
(Shortcuts), or delaying turning in a paper with a falsified excuse (Excuses). It may be 
that the perceived necessity by Millennials to engage in these activities makes it less 
likely that they would consider them to be cheating.
Effect o f  Demographic Characteristics
Contrary to the prediction of this study, the generational differences among 
community college students in their evaluation of academic activities as cheating did 
not vary with their level o f college experience. The conclusions o f Rest (1994), 
Whitley (1998) and others (Ercegovac & Richardson, 2004; Gaberson, 1997) have 
suggested that higher levels of college experience, linked to higher levels o f moral 
development, are related to lower levels of cheating, and therefore were predicted to 
reduce variation among generations in their evaluations o f academic activities as
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cheating. The hypothesis that Millennial generation students with higher levels of 
college experience, compared to Millennials with lower levels o f college experience, 
would differ less from students of Generation X and Baby Boomers in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating was not supported. The lack of 
interaction between generational membership and college experience could have 
several explanations. It is possible that generational shifts in attitudes about cheating 
have influenced students at all levels of moral development in a fairly equal manner. 
It is also possible that, given that two-thirds of respondents in this study had 
completed 30 or fewer college credits, the impact o f college experience on level of 
moral development was too small to be detected with significance with so small a 
sample o f Baby Boomers. Whitley’s (1998) meta-analysis found cheaters to have a 
lower level o f moral development than non-cheaters, but at a small effect size.
Consistent with recent research findings, which have determined the historical 
male dominance in cheating to have faded, gender did not significantly interact with 
generation in students’ evaluation o f academic activities as cheating in this study. 
Crown and Spiller (1998) reported in their meta-analysis that, although studies 
conducted before 1972 concluded men cheated more than women, this relationship 
had become more tenuous over the next 20 years, becoming predominantly a non­
significant relationship in the past 10 years. Crown and Spiller suggested that this 
trend might reflect a convergence of role requirements among men and women in 
collegiate settings. The findings of this study support the prediction that gender 
differences in students’ evaluation of academic activities as cheating would not vary
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by generation, suggesting that any attitudinal differences between men and women 
towards cheating have diminished.
Program of study also was not significant in determining how students in this 
study evaluated academic activities as cheating. Previous studies have reported higher 
rates of cheating among business majors than students majoring in other disciplines 
(McCabe & Trevino, 1995), including one study in a two-year college setting (Smyth 
& Davis, 2003). Business education leaders have acknowledged that the nature of the 
curriculum and graduate competency goals, as well as an environment o f often fierce 
competition for prestigious graduate school seats, may support a climate more prone to 
cheating than in other programs o f study (Young, 2007). Roberts (1997) narrowed 
this question to determine that the greatest amount of unauthorized collaboration was 
reported by business students; performing and visual arts students report the lowest 
incidence o f unauthorized collaboration, but the greatest incidence o f making up 
excuses to avoid handing in a term paper or taking a test. In this study, however, 
program of study was not significant in determining how students evaluated academic 
activities as cheating. Again, a possible explanation for this finding could be the 
restriction in range among respondents in their college experience, with two-thirds 
having completed 30 or fewer college credits, and with many o f these credits probably 
in general education courses not specific to their program of study, the extent to which 
these students had become socialized to their disciplines of study may have been 
minimal.
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Effect o f  Personal Morality Grounded in a Religious Belief System
For respondents in this study, the extent to which they rated their personal 
morality as grounded in a religious belief system did not significantly interact with 
generational membership in their evaluation of academic activities as cheating on any 
of the DoCS scales. Sutton and Hubs’ (1995) found that students who reported higher 
levels o f religious involvement were more likely to rate certain behaviors as cheating, 
including “working together with several students on a homework assignment when 
the instructor does not allow it,” and that students with the highest level of religious 
involvement were more likely than those in the lowest group to agree that “cheating is 
never justified under any circumstances.” Sutton and Hubs methodology, however, 
analyzed differences in students’ evaluations o f individual activity descriptions only, 
as opposed to the cluster o f activities, scale score approach used in this study with the 
DoCS. The lack of interaction between generational membership and the extent to 
which students rated their personal morality as grounded in a religious belief system 
could have several explanations. It is possible that either generational shifts in 
attitudes about cheating have influenced students at all levels o f religious involvement, 
or that high levels o f religious involvement override generational differences. 
Instrument Development
Although instrument development was not the primary goal o f this study, the 
DoCS has been established as a valid and reliable instrument for the assessment of 
students’ evaluations o f academic activities as cheating. From its foundation in the 
literature, through its review by experts in higher education, pilot testing, revision, and
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factor analysis, the DoCS stands as a unique contribution to the future study of 
academic dishonesty.
Almost every analysis of cheating reviewed for this study utilized a different 
instrument; the exceptions to this have been largely in the work of McCabe with 
various colleagues, in some cases specifically seeking to make comparisons with 
earlier findings (McCabe & Bowers, 1994; McCabe & Pavela, 2004; McCabe & 
Trevino, 1995, 1997; McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 1999; 2001). Other than 
McCabe, researchers have generally formulated individual lists o f academic activities, 
as shown in Appendix A. Furthermore, the vast majority of researchers have 
conducted their analyses using individual cheating behaviors as their dependent 
variables, rather than assembling scales for different types of academic dishonesty, as 
has been accomplished with the DoCS. The lack of definitive measurements in the 
study of academic dishonesty has made generalization o f findings, and theory- 
building, awkward at best.
Initial estimates o f the reliability and validity o f this instrument for the 
assessment o f evaluations o f academic activities as cheating were promising. The 
DoCS could be used in further research or program evaluation which could examine, 
for example, the effectiveness of treatments thought to improve college climates of 
academic integrity (such as honor codes) to measure attitude changes pre- and post­
intervention. It could also be used to update understandings o f differences in 
definitions o f cheating among subgroups in higher education, such as between 
students and faculty, or students in varying disciplines, or among Millennials and the 
yet-to-be-named next generation that will enter higher education.
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Limitations
Subject effects -  social desirability. Although the design o f this study 
purposefully did not pose questions about students’ actual engagement in activities 
that might be considered academic cheating, in order to minimize the threat o f social 
desirability, there is still a risk that students’ desire to present themselves as 
appropriate or proper college students may have impacted their responses. If 
respondents believed that an appropriate college student would evaluate the activities 
described more strongly as cheating, then the findings may be positively skewed, with 
students having rated activities more strongly as cheating than they truly believed. On 
the other hand, if respondents had engaged in any of the activities being rated, then the 
more socially desirable position might be to rate the activity as not cheating, leading to 
negatively skewed results.
Sample size. The mean size of classes selected for inclusion in the study 
sample was 10.9, rather than the expected 20, resulting in a smaller overall sample 
than planned (650 versus 1000). Coupled with the continued drop in the enrollment of 
Baby Boomers over time, this resulted in the number o f Baby Boomers for the entire 
analysis being only 30, as opposed to the planned 100. With no fewer than 100 
subjects in each generational cohort, the one-way analysis of variance would have 
allowed, at the .05 level of significance, .32 power for a small effect size (R2=.0\); .98 
power for a medium (R2=.06) effect size, and nearly 1.0 for a large effect size 
(f?2=.14) (Aron & Aron, 2003, p. 435). However, with only 30 subjects in the Baby 
Boomer group, these power values dropped, at the .05 level o f significance, to .12 for 
a small effect size, .55 for a medium effect size, and .93 for a large effect size (Aron &
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Aron, 2003, p. 435). With this reduction in power, there is nearly a 50% chance that a 
significant result o f medium effect size was not detected. The small number o f Baby 
Boomers may make generalizations from the results o f this study more problematic.
Similar sample size limitations may have impacted the study findings 
regarding gender and program of study. Although the sample proportion o f men 
versus women closely mirrored that o f the U.S, community college population, it is 
possible that a larger sample of men may have revealed relationships not found in this 
study. In the same manner, the absence of substantial enrollments in engineering 
programs among the study participants did not allow for any conclusions regarding 
such programs.
Sample characteristics. Besides the mere size o f the sample, other 
indeterminate characteristics of the sample may have biased the sample due to the 
timing o f the data collection, creating an additional threat to external validity.
Because data collection was accomplished mid-way through the semester rather than 
at the beginning o f the semester, some students’ attitudes and /or understandings about 
cheating may have been influenced by the course in which they were enrolled the time 
of the survey. While the risk o f these influences was constant across all study 
participants, this effect may limit the generalizability o f the study findings especially 
to students who are new to college enrollment. Additionally, students who were no 
longer attending class at the time of data collection (dropped, withdrawn, or simply 
stopped attending) may have held significantly different attitudes about cheating than 
those who persisted to mid-semester, and their absence from the sample may have 
skewed the results.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
121
Selection bias. Although class sections were selected randomly according to 
the sampling matrix for invitation to participate in the survey, instructor permission 
was required to access classes, and a few declined to participate. Additionally, 
sampling was limited to traditional class sections (omitting online courses) at a single 
campus of a single community college. Thus, results may not be generalizable to 
students in other communities, where local school systems may instill values 
differently during secondary education, or to other instructional formats, which may 
attract students with different attitudes or values.
With respect to the findings regarding program of study, it should also be 
noted that, especially when intended for transfer to four-year institutions, students in 
different programs o f study at the community college level often have very few 
differences in their required courses of study. Thus, it may be that sufficient 
enculturation to the program of study has not occurred in this limited exposure, and 
significant interactions with generation might exist at the baccalaureate or graduate 
level.
Future Research and Practice
Several different lines of future research are suggested by the results of this 
study. In order to capture an assessment o f students’ evaluation o f academic activities 
as cheating with minimal social desirability bias, participants in this study were not 
asked to report on their personal history o f cheating behaviors. The understanding of 
generational differences among students with respect to academic integrity begun with 
this study would be further enhanced by extending research to both self-reported and 
objectively measured actual cheating behaviors. Obviously, the trade-off between
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validity of findings and ethical concerns becomes more tenuous when students are 
observed cheating, particularly in contrived situations. This line o f inquiry could be 
extended to examine the impact o f faculty of different generations on both the 
evaluation and the practice of academic cheating by their students.
A variety o f student and instructional characteristics that were not examined in 
this study merit investigation. Because this study expressly excluded students enrolled 
in online courses, further research is needed to determine how students involved in 
online instruction may vary from traditional students, as well as by generation, in their 
evaluation o f academic activities as cheating. Similarly, generational differences in 
attitudes and/or behaviors regarding academic cheating may vary between full-time 
and part-time students, between first-generation college students and those with family 
college experience, and those with higher versus lower grade point averages, all fertile 
ground for future study. On a larger scale, the effect o f various community college 
characteristics also remains to be explored, such as relative size, rural versus suburban 
or urban setting, regional differences across the U.S., and the existence or vigor o f a 
college’s honor code.
The potential interaction of college experience with generational membership 
on students’ evaluation of academic activities as cheating should be explored at the 
baccalaureate and graduate school levels, in order to determine whether this effect is 
observed at higher levels o f college experience. Similarly, although this study did not 
find a significant interaction between generational membership and program of study 
in students’ evaluation o f academic activities as cheating, it is possible that sufficient 
socialization o f these students to their academic and professional disciplines had not
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
123
occurred for such differences to have developed to a measurable extent. Further 
research exploring how generational differences may vary among programs o f study at 
the baccalaureate and graduate school levels could be o f value to academic leaders in 
those disciplines as they seek to advance both the academic and professional integrity 
in their fields.
Research into the effectiveness of practices aimed at fostering a climate of 
academic integrity, from honor codes to specialized course requirements for 
documented cheaters, would be enhanced through the use of the DoCS instrument. 
With further work on the validity and reliability, the DoCS may serve to help 
standardize assessment o f students’ evaluation of academic activities as cheating, 
allowing for better informed study of the issue among administrators, faculty, 
counselors, and students. The DoCS could also be tested for validity in other 
populations, such as faculty and four-year institutions, and could then potentially be 
used to compare attitudes among various groups. For example, this approach would 
serve to extend Saddlemire’s (2005) qualitative description o f faculty perceptions of 
undergraduate academic dishonesty.
The findings o f this study also support the general attitudes and values o f the 
Millennial generation as described by Howe and Strauss (2000, 2003). In all aspects 
of educational research where characteristics such as team orientation and 
achievement pressure may be significant, replication among Millennial generation 
students is indicated. The sense is strong among educators that these students are 
significantly different from those o f a decade and longer ago (Allerton, 2001; Carlson,
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2005; Godwin-Jones, 2005; Holliday & Li, 2004; Kasting, 2006; McCabe & Pavela, 
2004; Tucker, 2006), but little has been researched in this regard.
Finally, the results o f the factor analysis on the pilot study instrument revealed 
that the majority o f students responding did not consider the technology used in 
cheating to be an issue in their evaluation of academic activities as cheating; what 
mattered to them, as evidenced by the pattern matrix analysis, was the purpose or 
intent of the cheating, not the device used, be it a paper cheat sheet or a personal 
digital assistant. This observation supports the description of many members of the 
Millennial generation as techno-natives, as opposed to Baby Boomers and many Gen- 
Xers as techno-immigrants (Milliron, 2004).
Not surprisingly, the percentage of students from the Baby Boomers generation 
is shrinking, even on community college campuses; Table 19 shows the change in 
enrollments in the Virginia Community College system from fall o f 2005 to fall of 
2006.
Table 19
Generational Distribution ofVCCS Students Fall, 2005 versus Fall, 2006




Generation X 36.1 35.3
Millennial 53.1 54.4
Note. Calculated excluding data reported of students under age 17, predominantly 
enrolled in high school based dual-enrollment classes
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But despite the disappearance of Baby Boomers from the ranks o f community 
college students, they remain strongly represented among faculty and academic 
administrators, and although the faculty/administrator role has been shown to impact 
the evaluation o f academic activities as cheating (Hard, Conway, & Moran, 2006; 
Higbee & Thomas, 2002; Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003), the need for sensitivity to the 
generational influence in this area remains. The findings of this study clearly 
demonstrate that variation exists in the manner in which students o f different 
generations evaluate academic activities as cheating. It is incumbent upon faculty and 
administrators in higher education to provide explicit descriptions o f the boundaries of 
acceptable practices, especially where some practices may be acceptable in certain 
circumstances but not in others, such as working in groups on assigned projects versus 
unauthorized collaboration in other assignments. The findings o f this study further 
demonstrate that earlier gender differences in attitudes towards cheating no longer 
hold. College personnel must be equally alert to potential cheating among women 
students as among men.
In practice, the results o f this study support the recommendations o f Dalton 
(1998) and McCabe (2005) regarding measures that should be taken by faculty, staff, 
and administrators to foster academic integrity on college campuses. Clearly, not all 
students share a common evaluation of academic activities as cheating, and this is 
complicated by differing instructional strategies from course to course; group work, 
for example, which may be required in a physics course may be inappropriate in a 
composition course. “A comprehensive instructional academic integrity policy should 
therefore include provisions for: (1) cheating definitions, rules, and sanctions,
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(2) moral education, and (3) management of environmental and situational factors.” 
(Dalton, p. 9) Academic integrity, in order to flourish, must be discussed openly and 
its boundaries clearly delineated, in the context of the tools and resources available to 
students from videos o f great books to the Internet.
The findings o f this study provide a starting point for such dialog, first among 
community college administrators and faculty, and then among faculty, staff, and 
students. For some colleges, this dialog may lead to focused development o f an honor 
code, towards which the Center for Academic Integrity can provide significant 
resources. For others, the orientation courses commonly offered for first-semester 
students may be enhanced with discussions about the meaning o f academic integrity in 
specific situations. For still others, course syllabi which historically have not 
addressed academic dishonesty will begin to do so, with clear descriptions of 
behaviors allowed and prohibited in the completion of various assignments and 
assessments, along with detailed consequences which administrators can uphold.
With each such step, the college climate of academic integrity will be enhanced, and 
the college community as a whole will be strengthened.
Conclusions
The promotion o f academic integrity should be a sufficient reason, 
intrinsically, for community college leaders to want to understand how their students 
evaluate academic activities as cheating. However, public and political calls for 
stronger accountability in higher education are increasing the significance o f the 
issue -  every cheating scandal in the news calls into question the return on investment 
for funding poured into U.S. colleges and universities. The Secretary o f Education’s
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Commission on the Future of Higher Education began its work in September o f 2005 
with one o f the five key forces under consideration being “demands for 
accountability,” citing employers’ questioning o f the competencies of current college 
graduates and calls for new measures of quality in higher education (Miller &
Oldham, 2005). The community college leader who will be most effective in both 
mentoring a climate of academic integrity and in responding to accountability 
concerns will be the one who first understands the diversity o f how community college 
students evaluate academic activities as cheating.
Leadership in any facet o f the community college must be concerned about 
academic integrity -  financial prosperity, sound buildings, or well-functioning 
technology services are of little significance if  the fundamental values o f higher 
education are not being achieved. As published by the National Association of 
Student Personnel Administrators: “Academic integrity is without question the 
cornerstone ethical standard in higher education. While educators may debate the role 
which colleges and universities play in the values education o f students, there is little 
debate that academic integrity is the quintessential moral virtue o f the academic 
community.” (Dalton, 1998, p. 1) This study has demonstrated that, especially in the 
multi-generational student body of the community college, not all students share the 
same understandings, much less the understandings o f their faculty, about what 
academic activities are appropriate in the context of academic integrity.
With community colleges serving as the provider o f higher education for 45% 
of college undergraduate students nationwide (AACC, 2007), it is vital that 
community college leaders understand the diversity and changes in student
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perspectives about cheating With this understanding, they can, where necessary, 
change tactics in the building o f culture and community in their institutions, to assure 
that the values development mission that community colleges historically share with 
all o f higher education in the U.S. is fulfilled.
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Appendix A








Accessing a copy of an 
exam/test/quiz prior to the 
exam session 11 2,3,6,9,11,12,14,15,16,18,25
Copying from another 




Asking another student 
about questions on an 
exam/test/quiz you have 
not yet taken
6 1,3,5,12,14,22
Delaying taking an 
exam/test/quiz with a 
falsified excuse 8 5,6,15,16,20,23,25,26
Using unapproved notes 
(“crib sheet”) during an 
exam/test/quiz 18 1,3,5,8,9,11,12,15,16,17,18,21,22,24,25,26,27,28
Changing answers on a 
graded exam/test/quiz and 
reporting a grading error 5 3,5,13,16.25
Submitting an assignment 
you originally completed 
for a previous class 
(“recycling”)
1 5
Claiming to have handed 
in an assignment when 
you did not 1 5





written by another student 19
3,4,5,7,9,11,12,13,14,15,17,18,21,22,23,26,27,28,
29
* Note: Numbers refer to literature sources as listed at end o f table









Changing or creating data 
for homework/lab 
reports/assignments 6 1,14,16,21,22,23
Delaying turning in 
homework/lab 
reports/assignments with a 
falsified excuse
2 1,26
Submitting a paper you 
originally completed for a 
previous class (“recycling”) 6 1,4,12,14,16,23
Copying from a book or 
website without proper 
citation 15 + 1(s) 1 (s),3,4,9,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,26,27,28
Turning in a paper 
purchased from another 
student or a commercial 
firm
15 + 1(s) 1,4,5,7,9,11,12(s),14,15,16,17,20,21,21,27,28
Delaying turning in a 
paper with a falsified 
excuse 3 5,20,23
Adding fake or unused 
references to a paper to 
expand the bibliography 12 1,4,5,6,16,17,19,20.21,22,23,27
Copying a paper written by 
another student 18 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,9,11,12,15,16,17,18,21,22,27,28
Permitting another student 
to look at your answers 
during an exam/test/quiz 17 1,3,5,9,12,13,15,16,17,18,21,22,23,24,25,27,29
Taking an exam for 




use by other students
6 1,5,12,19,22,29
(s) denotes similar activity but not exact match









Providing papers for use  




Writing papers for pay 1 19
Text-messaging during an 
exam to get answers 2 + 2(s) 12(s),16,19,26(s)
Storing answers to a test 
in a calculator or Personal 
Digital Assistant (PDA) 3 + 1(s) 5,13,19,27(s)
Copying assignment or 
paper content from the 
Internet 4 8,10,19,22
Sending/storing cell phone 
photos of exam/test/quiz 
pages for others’ use 1 19
Creating Internet 
disruptions to gain another 
attempt at an online 
exam/test/quiz
1 19
Accessing instructor’s or 
college computer system  
to alter grades
1 19
(s) denotes similar activity but not exact match
Sources
1. Angell, 2006.
2. Bernardi, et al., 2004.
3. Bolin, 2004.
4. Campbell, 2000.
5. Carpenter, et al., 2002.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
6. Cochran, et al., 1999.
7. Cole & McCabe, 1996.
8. Dawkins, 2004.
9. Diekhoff, et al., 1996.
10. Ercegovac & Richardson, 2004.
11. Gaberson, 1997.
12. Graham, et al., 1994.
13. Harding, et al., 2002.
14. Higbee & Thomas, 2002.
15. Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 1996.
16. Maramark & Maline, 1993.
17. McCabe & Bowers, 1994.
18. McCabe & Trevino, 1997.
19. Paul, 2004.
20. Pincus & Schmelkin, 2003.
21. Pino & Smith, 2003.
22. Rettinger, et al., 2004.
23. Roberts, et al., 1997.
24. Robinson, et al., 2004.
25. Smith, et al., 2004.
26. Storch & Storch, 2002.
27. Sutton & Hubs, 1995.
28. Thorpe, et al., 1999.
29. Vowell & Chen, 2004.











Morning 2 2 2
Afternoon 2 2 2
Evening 1 2 1
Morning 2 2 2
Afternoon 2 2 2
Evening 1 2 2
Morning 1 1 1
Afternoon 1 1 1
Evening 1 2 1
Morning 1 1 1
Afternoon 1 1 1
Evening 1 1 1
Morning 1 1 1
Afternoon Not Applicable 1 1




Morning Not Applicable 1 1
Afternoon Not Applicable 1 NotApplicable
Evening Not Applicable NotApplicable
Not
Applicable
masses meeting more man once 
first meeting day o f the week.
per week (e.g., Monday & Wednesday) selected by
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Appendix C
Definitions of Cheating Scale -  Original Version
What is your age? [ ]  1 4 -2 4  [ ]  2 5 -4 5  [ ]  4 6 -6 3  [ ] 6 4 +years
What year were you born? ____________
Gender? [ ] Female [ ] Male
Which of the following includes your program of college study?
[ ] Liberal Arts, General Studies, Creative Arts 
[ ] Business, Administrative Support, Information Systems Technology 
[ ] Science, Health Professions
[ ] Other: describe_______________________________________
Place an “X” in the box that best describes your evaluation that each of the following activities 
is cheating.





Accessing a copy of an exam/test/quiz 
prior to the exam session
Copying from another student during an 
exam/test/quiz
Asking another student about questions 
on an exam/test/quiz you have not yet 
taken
Delaying taking an exam/test/quiz with a 
falsified excuse
Using unapproved notes (“crib sheet”) 
during an exam/test/quiz
Changing answers on a graded 
exam/test/quiz and reporting a grading 
error
Submitting an assignment you originally 
completed for a previous class 
(“recycling”)
Claiming to have handed in an 
assignment when you did not
Working in groups on homework/lab 
reports/assignments
Copying homework/lab 
reports/assignments written by another 
student
Changing or creating data for 
homework/lab reports/assignments
Delaying turning in homework/lab 
reports/assignments with a falsified 
excuse






Submitting a paper you originally 
completed for a previous class 
(“recycling”)
Copying from a book or website without 
proper citation
Turning in a paper purchased from 
another student or a commercial firm
Delaying turning in a paper with a 
falsified excuse
Adding fake or unused references to a 
paper to expand the bibliography
Copying a paper written by another 
student
Permitting another student to look at 
your answers during an exam/test/quiz
Taking an exam for another student
Providing completed homework/lab 
reports/assignments for use by other 
students




Writing papers for pay
Text-messaging during an exam to get 
answers
Storing answers to a test in a calculator 
or Personal Digital Assistant (PDA)
Copying assignment or paper content 
from the Internet
Sending/storing cell phone photos of 
exam/test/quiz pages for others’ use
Creating Internet disruptions to gain 
another attempt at an online 
exam/test/quiz
Accessing an instructor’s or college 
computer system to alter grades
Number of college credits you have completed, at this or any other college:
[ ] 0-15 [ ] 16-30 [ ] 31-45 [ ] 46+
My personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system:
[ ] Strongly Disagree [ ] Disagree [ ] Agree [ ] Strongly Agree
Thank you for your participation.




1. How easy was it to understand the purpose o f the survey?
1 2 3 4 5
Very Slightly Not Pretty Easy Very Easy
Confusing Confusing Bad to Understand to Understand
2. How easy was it to understand the directions on how you were supposed to answer 
the survey questions?
1 2 3 4 5
Very Slightly Not Pretty Easy Very Easy
Confusing Confusing Bad to Understand to Understand
3. How easy was it to understand the actual questions in the survey?
1 2 3 4 5
Very Slightly Not Pretty Easy Very Easy
Confusing Confusing Bad to Understand to Understand
4. If any questions were very confusing, which ones? Feel free to mark up the 
survey form with suggestions for improvements.
5. How was the length o f the survey?
1 2 3
Way A Bit Not
Too Long Too Long Bad
Thank you again for your help in this important project!
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Appendix E
Proctor Introduction of Survey to Class -  Pilot Study
Hello, my name i s _________________ .
Professor______________ has graciously allowed us a few minutes o f your class time
so that
you can participate in an important research study being conducted here at the College.
By completing this survey, you will be contributing to a better understanding of 
community college students, who have not been included in most o f the research about 
college students. You have been selected to participate in a pilot study, so you will be 
asked to complete this same survey again next week.
I will pass out a packet to each of you. In the packet, you will find a letter 
explaining the study, and your right to participate or not participate without penalty. 
Although you may decline to participate, we hope you will be willing to take just a few 
minutes to contribute to this important study. You will also find 2 separate surveys, and 
an envelope labeled Survey Number One. When you have completed the surveys, please 
seal them in the envelope and bring them to me. I will put your sealed envelope into a 
large envelope and ask you to put your initials on the outer envelope so that next week, 
we can match this survey with the one you complete then. When you completed the 
second survey next week, the two envelopes will be stapled together, and your 
identifying information will be destroyed. It is expected to take most students only about 
10 minutes to complete the survey each time.
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If you have any questions about how to complete the survey, please raise your hand.
I am not allowed, however, to provide any explanations about the actual survey 
questions.
Professor______________________________ has indicated that
[either] ... s/he will return to class a t__________(time)
[or] ... you are free to leave for the day when you are finished with this survey.
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Appendix F 
Letter to Survey Participants -  Pilot Study
Dear Student,
I am a doctoral student in the Community College Leadership Program at Old 
Dominion University. As part of the requirements to complete my degree, I am 
conducting a study about what activities community college students consider to be 
cheating. This information will be used to help faculty, staff, and administrators at 
community colleges develop better ways to help students be successful in their studies.
By completing this survey, you will be contributing to a better understanding of 
community college students, who have not been included in most o f the research about 
college students. You are being asked to participate in a pilot study, which serves as a 
test of the survey instrument before it is used for a larger group o f students.
You were selected to participate in this study because you are enrolled in a 
community college course that was chosen according to its meeting schedule and 
academic level to provide a sample of students representing all the student body. 
Completion of this survey will only take about 10 minutes. Although the survey does not 
ask for any information that will identify you as an individual, the proctor has explained 
the procedure that will be used to match your survey one week with your survey the 
following week. In the end, your responses will remain completely anonymous. The 
instructor of your class will not see any of the survey forms. Your instructor will only 
receive a summary o f how all students sampled from the entire College responded, which 
is expected to be completed in the fall o f 2007.
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If you would like a copy of the results of this study, please feel free to contact me at 
kwotr001@odu.edu and I will send them to you. Thank you for your help with this 
important project.
Kathleen E. Wotring
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Appendix G
Original DoCS Factor Analysis Pattern Matrix
Item Component





















Note: Component 1 became Exams/Paper Scale 
Component 2 became Excuses Scale 
Component 3 became Shortcuts Scale 
Component 4 became Fabrication Scale
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Appendix H
Definitions of Cheating Scale -  Final Version
What is your age? [ ] 14 - 2 4  [ ]  2 5 - 4 5  [ ]  4 6 - 6 3  [ ] 6 4 +years
What year were you born? ____________
Gender? [ ] Female [ ] Male
Which of the following includes your program of college study?
[ ] Liberal Arts, General Studies, Creative Arts 
[ ] Business, Administrative Support, Information Systems Technology 
[ ] Science, Health Professions
[ ] Other: describe_______________________________________
Place an “X” in the box that best describes your evaluation that each of the following activities is 
cheating.











Changing answers on a graded 
exam/test/quiz and reporting a grading 
error
Copying from another student during an 
exam/test/quiz
Text-messaging during an exam to get 
answers
Storing answers to a test in a calculator or 
Personal Digital Assistant (PDA)
Accessing an instructor’s or college 
computer system to alter grades
Copying a paper written by another 
student
Sending/storing cell phone photos of 
exam/test/quiz pages for others’ use
Inventing false personal events to 
complete an assigned report
Having som eone else  make a required 
poster because his work is neater
Copying homework/lab 
reports/assignments written by another 
student
Changing or creating data for 
homework/lab reports/assignments
Adding fake or unused references to a 
paper to expand the bibliography
Recording activities not actually 
completed for class assignments













Submitting a paper you originally 
completed for a previous class 
(“recycling”)
Not contributing your fair share in a 
group project
Watching a movie of a famous book 
instead of reading it as assigned
Submitting an assignment you 
originally completed for a previous 
class (“recycling”)
Reading published summaries or 
study guides instead of an assigned 
book
Borrowing a term paper from a friend 
to use
Exaggerating personal problems to 
take an Incomplete in a course
Delaying turning in a paper with a 
falsified excuse
Making a false excuse not to meet 
with your group to work on an 
assigned project
Delaying taking an exam/test/quiz 
with a falsified excuse
Delaying turning in homework/lab 
reports/assignments with a falsified 
excuse
Skipping class when your group 
presentation is scheduled
Number of college credits you have completed, at this or any other college:
[ ] 0-15 [ ] 16-30 [ ] 39-45 [ ] 46+
My personal morality is grounded in a religious belief system:
[ ] Strongly Disagree [ ] Disagree [ ] Agree [ ] Strongly Agree
Thank you for your participation.
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Appendix I 
Proctor Introduction of Survey to Class
Hello, my name i s _________________ .
Professor______________ has graciously allowed us a few minutes o f your class time
so that
you can participate in an important research study being conducted here at the College.
By completing this survey, you will be contributing to a better understanding of 
community college students, who have not been included in most o f the research about 
college students.
I will pass out a packet to each o f you. In the packet, you will find a letter explaining the 
study, and your right to participate or not participate without penalty. Although you may 
decline to participate, we hope you will be willing to take just a few minutes to contribute 
to this important study.
You will also find a survey, a pencil, and an envelope. When you have completed 
the survey, please seal it in the envelope and bring it to me. It is expected to take most 
students only about 10 minutes to complete the survey.
If you have any questions about how to complete the survey, please raise your hand.




... s/he will return to class a t_________ (time)
[or]... you are free to leave for the day when you are finished with this survey.
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Appendix J 
Letter to Survey Participants
Dear Student,
I am a doctoral student in the Community College Leadership Program at Old 
Dominion University. As part of the requirements to complete my degree, I am 
conducting a study about what activities community college students consider to be 
cheating. This information will be used to help faculty, staff, and administrators at 
community colleges develop better ways to help students be successful in their studies. 
By completing this survey, you will be contributing to a better understanding of 
community college students, who have not been included in most o f the research about 
college students.
You were selected to participate in this study because you are enrolled in a 
community college course that was chosen according to its meeting schedule and 
academic level to provide a sample o f students representing all o f the student body. 
Completion o f this survey will only take about 10 minutes. The survey does not ask for 
any information that will identify you as an individual, and your responses will remain 
completely anonymous. The instructor of your class will not see any o f the survey forms. 
Your instructor will only receive a summary of how all students sampled from the entire 
College responded, which is expected to be completed in the fall of 2007.
If you would like a copy of the results of this study, please feel free to contact me at 
kwotr001@odu.edu and I will send them to you.
Thank you for your help with this very important project.
Kathleen E. Wotring
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Appendix K
DoCS Instrument Factor Analysis Pattern Matrix
I t Q m Componentuem


























Eigenvalue = 2.859; Chronbach’s alpha = .899 
Eigenvalue = .996; Chronbach’s alpha = .827 
Eigenvalue = 1.662; Chronbach’s alpha = .846 
Eigenvalue = 9.363; Chronbach’s alpha = .935
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Appendix L 
Retained DoCS Item Descriptive Statistics
S ca le /Item * n M** SD







answers on a 
graded exam 
/test/quiz and 
reporting a grading 
error
644 3.71 .647 2.8 2.3 15.5 79.3




650 3.82 .442 0.6 0.5 15.4 83.5
EP3. Text- 
messaging during 
an exam to get 
answers
650 3.8 .469 0.8 0.8 15.8 82.6
EP4. Storing 
answers to a test 
in a calculator or 
Personal Digital 
Assistant (PDA)
650 3.68 .550 0.6 2.5 24.8 72.2
EP5. Accessing an 
instructor’s or 
college computer 
system to alter 
grades
650 3.85 .398 0.5 0.5 11.8 87.2
EP6. Copying a 
paper written by 
another student 649 3.72 .537 0.6 2.5 21.1 75.8
EP7. Sending/ 
storing cell phone 
photos of 
exam/test/quiz 
pages for others’ 
use
648 3.74 .527 0.6 2.3 19.8 77.3
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S ca le /Item * n M** SD






F2. Having som eone 
else make a required 
poster because his 
work is neater
647 3.03 .872 4.2 23.8 36.5 35.5
F4. Changing or 
creating data for 
homework/lab reports/ 
assignments
641 3.05 .845 2.5 25.9 36.0 35.6
F5. Adding fake or 
unused references to a 
paper to expand the 
bibliography
647 3.25 .793 2.0 15.9 36.9 45.1
F6. Recording activities 
not actually completed 
for class assignments 643 3.12 .843 3.3 20.4 37.3 39.0
Shortcuts
S1. Submitting a paper 
you originally 
completed for a 
previous class 
(“recycling”)
631 2.40 .922 14.7 45.8 23.8 15.7
S3. Watching a movie 
of a famous book 
instead of reading it as  
assigned
626 2.46 .803 8.6 48.4 31.8 11.2
S4. Submitting an 
assignment you 
originally completed for 
a previous class 
(“recycling”)
626 2.42 .906 13.3 47.0 24.3 15.5
S5. Reading published 
summaries or study 
guides instead of an 
assigned book
629 2.41 .825 10.0 51.4 26.7 11.9
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S ca le /Item * n M** SD









problems to take 
an Incomplete in 
a course
628 2.98 .868 4.5 25.2 36.1 32.3
E2. Delaying 
turning in a 
paper with a 
falsified excuse
628 2.97 .851 4.0 25.8 39.5 30.7
E3. Making a 
false excuse not 
to meet with 
your group to 
work on an 
assigned project




with a falsified 
excuse





ents with a 
falsified excuse
629 2.94 .834 3.2 28.5 39.7 28.6
E6. Skipping 




629 3.05 .893 3.2 27.8 29.6 39.4
* Limited to items retained in final DoCS following factor analysis
* *Based on a four-point scale
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■ Participate in College administrative responsibilities
Coordinator of Health Professions Lord Fairfax Community College
July, 2003 -  February, 2005 Middletown, VA 22645
■ Leadership of health professions degree and certificate programs at both the 
Middletown and Fauquier campus; recruit, develop, and evaluate faculty, assure 
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October, 1989 -  July, 2003
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■ Leadership of Nursing Service (15 departments, 360 FTE’s) for 260-licensed-bed 
JCAHO accredited full-service community hospital; ADC 100; ED visits 33,000; 
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■ Nurse recruitment/retention averaging vacancy rate < 8%; collaboration with 
affiliated educational programs; health career development outreach in community 
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■ Installation o f the organization’s first computerized order communication system, 
followed by system change to different vendor and initiation o f electronic medical 
record
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■ Implementation o f 19-bed hospital-based skilled nursing facility; serve as Licensed 
Nursing Home Administrator for unit
■ Significant role in hospital-wide performance improvement program, 
implementation of case management service, development of disaster response plans 
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■ Consultation site visits in preparation for JCAHO surveys in clinical acute care, 
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Staff Development Instructor
August, 1980 -  September, 1984
Prince George’s Hospital Center 
Cheverly, MD 20785
■ Orientation and continuing education for all levels of nursing staff in assigned 
clinical specialties, including medical, surgical, and dialysis
■ Customized strategies implemented for international travel nurses, new practical 
nursing graduates, and temporary staff during six-week nurses strike
■ Classroom and clinical instruction for BSN students in pediatrics, medical- 
surgical, and critical care nursing
■ Implementation o f computer-assisted instruction for the College o f Nursing
Staff Nurse
July 1976 - September, 1984
■ Full and part-time work in medical-surgical, critical care, coronary care, and open 
heart recovery, in a variety of institutions.
University of Florida, BSN, 1976
University o f Alabama in Birmingham, MSN, 1978
Catholic University of America, DNSc, ABD, 1981-1984
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Jacksonville State University 
Jacksonville, AL
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